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APPENDIX A - SITE SUITABILITY RATINGS BY POOL
Table A-1: Balcones

Rating Importance 
Factor

Element 
Score Rating Importance 

Factor
Element 

Score
Demographics
20-Minute Walk

Children 853 1 10% 1.0 1 3% 0.3
Seniors 464 2 5% 1.0 2 2% 0.4
Total Population 5,045 3 15% 4.5 3 5% 1.5
Median Household Income $79,577 3 5% 1.5 3 3% 0.9
Population Growth (5-Year) 279 3 5% 1.5 3 3% 0.9
Social Needs and Conditions Index 55 2 15% 3.0 2 10% 2.0

10-Minute Drive

Children 28,988 9 3% 2.7 9 10% 9.0
Seniors 13,230 10 2% 2.0 10 6% 6.0
Total Population 148,656 9 6% 5.4 9 15% 13.5
Median Household Income $55,629 5 3% 1.5 5 5% 2.5
Population Growth (5-Year) 11,786 7 3% 2.1 7 8% 5.6

Capacity (based on surface area) 324 8 8% 6.4 8 10% 8.0
Attendance (5-Year Avg.) 17,248 3 10% 3.0 3 10% 3.0
Attendance/Capacity Ratio 53.2 4 10% 4.0 4 10% 4.0
Demographics Total (Out of 100) 100% 40 100% 58

Site Conditions
Entrance/Drive Yes 10 10% 10.0 10 5% 5.0
Parking Spaces (Count) 72 10 10% 10.0 4 14% 5.6
Site Area (Acres) 5.1 10 40% 40.0 10 50% 50.0
Grade Constraints Low-Moderate 0% 0.0 8 14% 11.2
Health, Safety, Welfare Issues 50% 5 20% 10.0 5 5% 2.5
Designated Historical Features (Count) 0 10 10% 10.0 10 6% 6.0
Historical Structure (Pool House or Pool) No 10 10% 10.0 10 6% 6.0
Site Total (Out of 100) 100% 90 100% 86

Location
Heavily Trafficked Roadways (Traffic Counts) 10,010 7 5% 3.5 7 5% 3.5
Distance from Road 543 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Railroads No 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Flight Zones (Noise Level - Decibels) No 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Competing Elements (Count)

Other PARD Aquatic Facilities (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 20% 20.0 10 8% 8.0
Service Area Overlap (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 20% 20.0 10 8% 8.0
Private Aquatic Facilities (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 7% 7.0 10 3% 3.0
Programs By HOA/Private Orgs. (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 3% 3.0 10 2% 2.0

Symbiotic Elements (Count) 

Schools/Daycare Providers (5 Minute Walk) 0 0 10% 0.0 0 19% 0.0
Recreation Centers (5 Minute Walk) 0 0 10% 0.0 0 20% 0.0
Other Park Amenities (5 Minute Walk) 6 4 10% 4.0 4 20% 8.0

Location Total (Out of 100) 100% 73 100% 48

Accessibility
Adjacent Roadway Class Collector 10 5% 5.0 5 5% 2.5
Transit Access At Pool 10 15% 15.0 10 15% 15.0
Pedestrian Connectivity

Walkways/Trails Some 5 15% 7.5 5 15% 7.5
Crosswalks Yes 5 5% 2.5 5 5% 2.5
Traffic Controls None 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0

Neighborhood Potential Community/Regional Potential
Balcones Condition
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Rating Importance 
Factor

Element 
Score Rating Importance 

Factor
Element 

Score

Neighborhood Potential Community/Regional Potential
Balcones Condition

Overall Fair 5 15% 7.5 5 15% 7.5
Bicycle Connectivity 

Lanes Some 5 10% 5.0 5 10% 5.0
Trails (Count) None 0 15% 0.0 0 15% 0.0
Overall Fair 3 15% 4.5 3 15% 4.5

Accessibility Total (Out of 100) 100% 47 100% 45

Infrastructure
Electric Service Provider Austin Energy 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
Electric Service (Phases) 3 10 5% 5.0 10 10% 10.0
Water (Dist. to 4" Line in ft.) 355 5 10% 5.0 5 20% 10.0
Reclaimed Water (Dist. in ft.) No 0 10% 0.0 0 15% 0.0
Wastewater (Dist. to 8" Sewer Line in ft.) 30 10 5% 5.0 10 15% 15.0
Pool Condition Fair 5 25% 12.5 5 10% 5.0
Bathhouse Condition Fair 5 20% 10.0 5 10% 5.0
Storage Conditions Fair 5 10% 5.0 5 5% 2.5
COATN Service Area (Wi-Fi) No 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Infrastructure Total (Out of 100) 100% 53 100% 58

Environmental
Trees (Number)

2" to 19" in Diameter 14 8 3% 2.4 8 5% 4.0
19" to 24" in Diameter 2 9 3% 2.7 9 5% 4.5
Over 24" in Diameter (Including Heritage) 3 8 11% 8.8 8 15% 12.0

Grow Zones No 10 13% 13.0 10 10% 10.0
Aquifer Recharge Within 0 13% 0.0 0 13% 0.0
Pollinator Habitat No 10 6% 6.0 10 5% 5.4
Wetlands No 10 13% 13.0 10 10% 10.0
Rock Outcrop No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Springs No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Environmental Sensitivity Low 10 6% 6.0 10 5% 5.4
Soil Suitability Very Limited 0 6% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Environmental Total (Out of 100) 100% 78 100% 77

Regulatory 
Flood Zones

25-Year Floodplain No 10 20% 20.0 10 20% 20.0
100-Year Floodplain No 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
500-Year Floodplain No 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0

Zoning Designation P 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Sub-Chapter E (Distance from Road in ft.) 360 5 5% 2.5 5 5% 2.5
Erosion Hazard Review Buffer No 10 9% 9.0 10 10% 10.0
Resource Buffers No 10 20% 20.0 10 20% 20.0
Watershed Regulation Areas Suburban 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
Water Quality Zones No 10 3% 3.0 10 5% 5.0
Endangered Species Within 0 3% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Bathhouse Yes 10 5% 5.0 10 2% 2.5
Restrooms (Distance from Pool in ft.) At Pool 10 5% 5.0 10 2% 2.5
Regulatory Total (Out of 100) 100% 95 100% 92

Operations
Maintenance Staff/Equipment Ease of Access Poor 2 20% 4.0 2 10% 2.0
Simplicity of Equipment Good 7 20% 14.0 7 10% 7.0
Equipment Condition/Replacement Cost Fair 5 30% 15.0 5 15% 7.5
Lawn/Landscaped Area Good 7 20% 14.0 7 10% 7.0
Employee Safety Measures Fair 5 10% 5.0 5 10% 5.0
Operations Total (Out of 100) 100% 52 55% 29
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Table A-2: Bartholomew

Rating Importance 
Factor

Element 
Score Rating Importance 

Factor
Element 

Score
Demographics
20-Minute Walk

Children 1,526 4 10% 4.0 4 3% 1.2
Seniors 755 6 5% 3.0 6 2% 1.2
Total Population 7,406 5 15% 7.5 5 5% 2.5
Median Household Income $60,986 6 5% 3.0 6 3% 1.8
Population Growth (5-Year) 1,156 10 5% 5.0 10 3% 3.0
Social Needs and Conditions Index 97 5 15% 7.5 5 10% 5.0

10-Minute Drive

Children 25,289 8 3% 2.4 8 10% 8.0
Seniors 9,863 8 2% 1.6 8 6% 4.8
Total Population 126,444 8 6% 4.8 8 15% 12.0
Median Household Income $38,098 8 3% 2.4 8 5% 4.0
Population Growth (5-Year) 11,447 6 3% 1.8 6 8% 4.8

Capacity (based on surface area) 475 6 8% 4.8 6 10% 6.0
Attendance (5-Year Avg.) 71,105 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
Attendance/Capacity Ratio 149.7 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
Demographics Total (Out of 100) 100% 68 100% 74

Site Conditions
Entrance/Drive Yes 10 10% 10.0 10 5% 5.0
Parking Spaces (Count)) 160 10 10% 10.0 10 14% 14.0
Site Area (Acres) 8.0 10 40% 40.0 10 50% 50.0
Grade Constraints Moderate 0% 0.0 5 14% 7.0
Health, Safety, Welfare Issues 80% 8 20% 16.0 8 5% 4.0
Designated Historical Features (Count) 0 10 10% 10.0 10 6% 6.0
Historical Structure (Pool House or Pool) No 10 10% 10.0 10 6% 6.0
Site Total (Out of 100) 100% 96 100% 92

Location
Heavily Trafficked Roadways (Traffic Counts) 15,020 6 5% 3.0 6 5% 3.0
Distance from Road 132 3 5% 1.5 3 5% 1.5
Railroads None 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Flight Zones (Noise Level - Decibels) None 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Competing Elements (Count)

Other PARD Aquatic Facilities (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 20% 20.0 10 8% 8.0
Service Area Overlap (20 Min. Walk) 33% 7 20% 14.0 7 8% 5.6
Private Aquatic Facilities (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 7% 7.0 10 3% 3.0
Programs By HOA/Private Orgs. (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 3% 3.0 10 2% 2.0

Symbiotic Elements (Count) 

Schools/Daycare Providers (5 Minute Walk) 0 0 10% 0.0 0 19% 0.0
Recreation Centers (5 Minute Walk) 0 0 10% 0.0 0 20% 0.0
Other Park Amenities (5 Minute Walk) 57 10 10% 10.0 10 20% 20.0

Location Total (Out of 100) 100% 69 100% 53

Accessibility
Adjacent Roadway Class Collector 10 5% 5.0 5 5% 2.5
Transit Access At pool 10 15% 15.0 10 15% 15.0
Pedestrian Connectivity

Walkways/Trails Some 5 15% 7.5 5 15% 7.5
Crosswalks Yes 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Traffic Controls None 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Overall Fair 3 15% 4.5 3 15% 4.5

Bicycle Connectivity 

Lanes Some 5 10% 5.0 5 10% 5.0

Bartholomew Condition
Neighborhood Potential Community/Regional Potential
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Rating Importance 
Factor

Element 
Score Rating Importance 

Factor
Element 

Score

Bartholomew Condition
Neighborhood Potential Community/Regional Potential

Trails (Count) None 0 15% 0.0 0 15% 0.0
Overall Fair 3 15% 4.5 3 15% 4.5

Accessibility Total (Out of 100) 100% 47 100% 44

Infrastructure
Electric Service Provider Austin Energy 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
Electric Service (Phases) 3 10 5% 5.0 10 10% 10.0
Water (Dist. to 4" Line in ft.) 0 10 10% 10.0 10 20% 20.0
Reclaimed Water (Dist. in ft.) 0' 10 10% 10.0 10 15% 15.0
Wastewater (Dist. to 8" Sewer Line in ft.) 0 10 5% 5.0 10 15% 15.0
Pool Condition Excellent 10 25% 25.0 10 10% 10.0
Bathhouse Condition Excellent 10 20% 20.0 10 10% 10.0
Storage Conditions Excellent 10 10% 10.0 10 5% 5.0
COATN Service Area (Wi-Fi) Yes 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Infrastructure Total (Out of 100) 100% 100 100% 100

Environmental
Trees (Number)

2" to 19" in Diameter 38 7 3% 2.1 7 5% 3.5
19" to 24" in Diameter 10 5 3% 1.5 5 5% 2.5
Over 24" in Diameter (Including Heritage) 5 7 11% 7.7 7 15% 10.5

Grow Zones 250 10 13% 13.0 0 10% 0.0
Aquifer Recharge No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Pollinator Habitat No 10 6% 6.0 10 5% 5.4
Wetlands No 10 13% 13.0 10 10% 10.0
Rock Outcrop No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Springs No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Environmental Sensitivity Low Sensitivity 10 6% 6.0 10 5% 5.4
Soil Suitability Somewhat Limited 5 6% 3.0 5 5% 2.7
Environmental Total (Out of 100) 100% 91 100% 79

Regulatory 
Flood Zones

25-Year Floodplain Within 250 10 20% 20.0 0 20% 0.0
100-Year Floodplain Within 250 10 10% 10.0 0 10% 0.0
500-Year Floodplain Within 250 10 5% 5.0 0 5% 0.0

Zoning Designation P-NP 8 5% 4.0 8 5% 4.0
Sub-Chapter E (Distance from Road in ft.) 132 8 5% 4.0 8 5% 4.0
Erosion Hazard Review Buffer Yes 0 9% 0.0 0 10% 0.0
Resource Buffers No 10 20% 20.0 10 20% 20.0
Watershed Regulation Areas Urban 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
Water Quality Zones 250 Critical 10 3% 3.0 0 5% 0.0
Endangered Species No 10 3% 3.0 10 5% 5.0
Bathhouse Yes 10 5% 5.0 10 2% 2.5
Restrooms (Distance from Pool in ft.) At pool 10 5% 5.0 10 2% 2.5
Regulatory Total (Out of 100) 100% 89 100% 48

Operations
Maintenance Staff/Equipment Ease of Access Good 7 20% 14.0 7 10% 7.0
Simplicity of Equipment Excellent 10 20% 20.0 10 10% 10.0
Equipment Condition/Replacement Cost Excellent 10 30% 30.0 10 15% 15.0
Lawn/Landscaped Area Fair 5 20% 10.0 5 10% 5.0
Employee Safety Measures Fair 5 10% 5.0 5 10% 5.0
Operations Total (Out of 100) 100% 79 55% 42
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Table A-3: Big Stacy

Ranking Importance 
Rating

Element 
Score Ranking Importance 

Rating
Element 

Score
Demographics
20-Minute Walk

Children 1,507 4 10% 4.0 4 3% 1.2
Seniors 987 9 5% 4.5 9 2% 1.8
Total Population 8,814 7 15% 10.5 7 5% 3.5
Median Household Income $59,376 6 5% 3.0 6 3% 1.8
Population Growth (5-Year) 425 7 5% 3.5 7 3% 2.1
Social Needs and Conditions Index 111 6 15% 9.0 6 10% 6.0

10-Minute Drive

Children 21,330 6 3% 1.8 6 10% 6.0
Seniors 8,644 5 2% 1.0 5 6% 3.0
Total Population 112,262 7 6% 4.2 7 15% 10.5
Median Household Income $41,615 7 3% 2.1 7 5% 3.5
Population Growth (5-Year) 12,554 8 3% 2.4 8 8% 6.4

Capacity (based on surface area) 217 2 8% 1.6 2 10% 2.0
Attendance (5-Year Avg.) 70,432 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
Attendance/Capacity Ratio 324.9 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
Demographics Total (Out of 100) 100% 68 100% 68

Site Conditions
Entrance/Drive Yes 10 10% 10.0 10 5% 5.0
Parking Spaces (Count) 19 9 10% 9.0 0 14% 0.0
Site Area (Acres) 1.0 10 40% 40.0 0 50% 0.0
Grade Constraints Moderate-Severe 0% 0.0 2 14% 2.8
Health, Safety, Welfare Issues 60% 6 20% 12.0 6 5% 3.0
Designated Historical Features (Count) 4 0 10% 0.0 0 6% 0.0
Historical Structure (Pool House or Pool) 1936 1 10% 1.0 1 6% 0.6
Site Total (Out of 100) 100% 72 100% 11

Location
Heavily Trafficked Roadways (Traffic Counts) 3,690 9 5% 4.5 9 5% 4.5
Distance from Road 183 3 5% 1.5 3 5% 1.5
Railroads None 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Flight Zones (Noise Level - Decibels) None 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Competing Elements (Count)

Other PARD Aquatic Facilities (20 Min. Walk) 1 5 20% 10.0 5 8% 4.0
Service Area Overlap (20 Min. Walk) 83% 2 20% 4.0 2 8% 1.6
Private Aquatic Facilities (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 7% 7.0 10 3% 3.0
Programs By HOA/Private Orgs. (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 3% 3.0 10 2% 2.0

Symbiotic Elements (Count) 

Schools/Daycare Providers (5 Minute Walk) 1 2 10% 2.0 2 19% 3.8
Recreation Centers (5 Minute Walk) 0 0 10% 0.0 0 20% 0.0
Other Park Amenities (5 Minute Walk) 11 5 10% 5.0 5 20% 10.0

Location Total (Out of 100) 100% 47 100% 40

Accessibility
Adjacent Roadway Class Minor Arterial 10 5% 5.0 8 5% 4.0
Transit Access Yes 10 15% 15.0 10 15% 15.0
Pedestrian Connectivity

Walkways/Trails Some 5 15% 7.5 5 15% 7.5
Crosswalks None 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Traffic Controls None 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Overall Fair 3 15% 4.5 3 15% 4.5

Bicycle Connectivity 

Lanes Some 5 10% 5.0 5 10% 5.0

Big Stacy Condition
Neighborhood Potential Community/Regional Potential
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Ranking Importance 
Rating

Element 
Score Ranking Importance 

Rating
Element 

Score

Big Stacy Condition
Neighborhood Potential Community/Regional Potential

Trails (Count) None 0 15% 0.0 0 15% 0.0
Overall Fair 3 15% 4.5 3 15% 4.5

Accessibility Total (Out of 100) 100% 42 100% 41

Infrastructure
Electric Service Provider Austin Energy 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
Electric Service (Phases) 2 5 5% 2.5 5 10% 5.0
Water (Dist. to 4" Line in ft.) 0 10 10% 10.0 10 20% 20.0
Reclaimed Water (Dist. in ft.) None 0 10% 0.0 0 15% 0.0
Wastewater (Dist. to 8" Sewer Line in ft.) 50' 8 5% 4.0 8 15% 12.0
Pool Condition Fair 5 25% 12.5 5 10% 5.0
Bathhouse Condition Fair 5 20% 10.0 5 10% 5.0
Storage Conditions Good 7 10% 7.0 7 5% 3.5
COATN Service Area (Wi-Fi) No 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Infrastructure Total (Out of 100) 100% 56 100% 61

Environmental
Trees (Number)

2" to 19" in Diameter 89 1 3% 0.3 1 5% 0.5
19" to 24" in Diameter 12 4 3% 1.2 4 5% 2.0
Over 24" in Diameter (Including Heritage) 11 4 11% 4.4 4 15% 6.0

Grow Zones Within 250 10 13% 13.0 0 10% 0.0
Aquifer Recharge No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Pollinator Habitat No 10 6% 6.0 10 5% 5.4
Wetlands No 10 13% 13.0 10 10% 10.0
Rock Outcrop No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Springs Within 250 10 13% 13.0 0 13% 0.0
Environmental Sensitivity Medium Sensitivity 5 6% 3.0 5 5% 2.7
Soil Suitability Somewhat Limited 5 6% 3.0 5 5% 2.7
Environmental Total (Out of 100) 100% 83 100% 55

Regulatory 
Flood Zones

25-Year Floodplain Within 250 10 20% 20.0 0 20% 0.0
100-Year Floodplain Within 250 10 10% 10.0 0 10% 0.0
500-Year Floodplain No 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0

Zoning Designation P-NP 8 5% 4.0 8 5% 4.0
Sub-Chapter E (Distance from Road in ft.) 183 7 5% 3.5 7 5% 3.5
Erosion Hazard Review Buffer Within 250 10 9% 9.0 0 10% 0.0
Resource Buffers No 10 20% 20.0 10 20% 20.0
Watershed Regulation Areas Urban 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
Water Quality Zones 250 Critical 10 3% 3.0 0 5% 0.0
Endangered Species No 10 3% 3.0 10 5% 5.0
Bathhouse Yes 10 5% 5.0 10 2% 2.5
Restrooms (Distance from Pool in ft.) At pool 10 5% 5.0 10 2% 2.5
Regulatory Total (Out of 100) 100% 98 100% 52

Operations
Maintenance Staff/Equipment Ease of Access Good 7 20% 14.0 7 10% 7.0
Simplicity of Equipment Fair 5 20% 10.0 5 10% 5.0
Equipment Condition/Replacement Cost Poor 2 30% 6.0 2 15% 3.0
Lawn/Landscaped Area Poor 2 20% 4.0 2 10% 2.0
Employee Safety Measures Good 7 10% 7.0 7 10% 7.0
Operations Total (Out of 100) 100% 41 55% 24
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Table A-4: Brentwood

Ranking Importance 
Rating

Element 
Score Ranking Importance 

Rating
Element 

Score
Demographics
20-Minute Walk

Children 1,236 3 10% 3.0 3 3% 0.9
Seniors 1,006 10 5% 5.0 10 2% 2.0
Total Population 8,526 7 15% 10.5 7 5% 3.5
Median Household Income $58,184 6 5% 3.0 6 3% 1.8
Population Growth (5-Year) 809 8 5% 4.0 8 3% 2.4
Social Needs and Conditions Index 92 4 15% 6.0 4 10% 4.0

10-Minute Drive

Children 24,687 8 3% 2.4 8 10% 8.0
Seniors 10,513 9 2% 1.8 9 6% 5.4
Total Population 118,118 8 6% 4.8 8 15% 12.0
Median Household Income $42,412 7 3% 2.1 7 5% 3.5
Population Growth (5-Year) 8,731 4 3% 1.2 4 8% 3.2

Capacity (based on surface area) 182 1 8% 0.8 1 10% 1.0
Attendance (5-Year Avg.) 13,178 3 10% 3.0 3 10% 3.0
Attendance/Capacity Ratio 72.4 7 10% 7.0 7 10% 7.0
Demographics Total (Out of 100) 100% 55 100% 58

Site Conditions
Entrance/Drive No 0 10% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Parking Spaces (Count) 1 1 10% 1.0 0 14% 0.0
Site Area (Acres) 1.4 10 40% 40.0 0 50% 0.0
Grade Constraints Low 0% 0.0 10 14% 14.0
Health, Safety, Welfare Issues 68% 7 20% 14.0 7 5% 3.5
Designated Historical Features (Count) 0 10 10% 10.0 10 6% 6.0
Historical Structure (Pool House or Pool) 1954 4 10% 4.0 4 6% 2.4
Site Total (Out of 100) 100% 69 100% 26

Location
Heavily Trafficked Roadways (Traffic Counts) 2,150 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Distance from Road 48 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Railroads None 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Flight Zones (Noise Level - Decibels) None 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Competing Elements (Count)

Other PARD Aquatic Facilities (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 20% 20.0 10 8% 8.0
Service Area Overlap (20 Min. Walk) 30% 7 20% 14.0 7 8% 5.6
Private Aquatic Facilities (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 7% 7.0 10 3% 3.0
Programs By HOA/Private Orgs. (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 3% 3.0 10 2% 2.0

Symbiotic Elements (Count) 

Schools/Daycare Providers (5 Minute Walk) 1 2 10% 2.0 2 19% 3.8
Recreation Centers (5 Minute Walk) 0 0 10% 0.0 0 20% 0.0
Other Park Amenities (5 Minute Walk) 13 6 10% 6.0 6 20% 12.0

Location Total (Out of 100) 100% 67 100% 49

Accessibility
Adjacent Roadway Class Collector 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Transit Access 10 minute 3 15% 4.5 3 15% 4.5
Pedestrian Connectivity

Walkways/Trails Many 10 15% 15.0 10 15% 15.0
Crosswalks Some 5 5% 2.5 5 5% 2.5
Traffic Controls None 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Overall Good 7 15% 10.5 7 15% 10.5

Bicycle Connectivity 

Brentwood Condition
Neighborhood Potential Community/Regional Potential
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Ranking Importance 
Rating

Element 
Score Ranking Importance 

Rating
Element 

Score

Brentwood Condition
Neighborhood Potential Community/Regional Potential

Lanes Many 8 10% 8.0 8 10% 8.0
Trails (Count) None 0 15% 0.0 0 15% 0.0
Overall Good 7 15% 10.5 7 15% 10.5

Accessibility Total (Out of 100) 100% 56 100% 56

Infrastructure
Electric Service Provider Austin Energy 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
Electric Service (Phases) 2 5 5% 2.5 5 10% 5.0
Water (Dist. to 4" Line in ft.) 0 10 10% 10.0 10 20% 20.0
Reclaimed Water (Dist. in ft.) None 0 10% 0.0 0 15% 0.0
Wastewater (Dist. to 8" Sewer Line in ft.) 50' 8 5% 4.0 8 15% 12.0
Pool Condition Fair 5 25% 12.5 5 10% 5.0
Bathhouse Condition Poor 2 20% 4.0 2 10% 2.0
Storage Conditions Fair 5 10% 5.0 5 5% 2.5
COATN Service Area (Wi-Fi) No 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Infrastructure Total (Out of 100) 100% 48 100% 57

Environmental
Trees (Number)

2" to 19" in Diameter 42 6 3% 1.8 6 5% 3.0
19" to 24" in Diameter 5 7 3% 2.1 7 5% 3.5
Over 24" in Diameter (Including Heritage) 7 6 11% 6.6 6 15% 9.0

Grow Zones No 10 13% 13.0 10 10% 10.0
Aquifer Recharge No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Pollinator Habitat No 10 6% 6.0 10 5% 5.4
Wetlands No 10 13% 13.0 10 10% 10.0
Rock Outcrop No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Springs No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Environmental Sensitivity Low Sensitivity 10 6% 6.0 10 5% 5.4
Soil Suitability Somewhat Limited 5 6% 3.0 5 5% 2.7
Environmental Total (Out of 100) 100% 91 100% 88

Regulatory 
Flood Zones

25-Year Floodplain Within 250 10 20% 20.0 0 20% 0.0
100-Year Floodplain Within 250 10 10% 10.0 0 10% 0.0
500-Year Floodplain No 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0

Zoning Designation P-NP 8 5% 4.0 8 5% 4.0
Sub-Chapter E (Distance from Road in ft.) 48 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Erosion Hazard Review Buffer Yes 0 9% 0.0 0 10% 0.0
Resource Buffers No 10 20% 20.0 10 20% 20.0
Watershed Regulation Areas Urban 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
Water Quality Zones 250 Critical 10 3% 3.0 0 5% 0.0
Endangered Species No 10 3% 3.0 10 5% 5.0
Bathhouse Restroom 5 5% 2.5 5 2% 1.2
Restrooms (Distance from Pool in ft.) At pool 10 5% 5.0 10 2% 2.5
Regulatory Total (Out of 100) 100% 88 100% 53

Operations
Maintenance Staff/Equipment Ease of Access Fair 5 20% 10.0 5 10% 5.0
Simplicity of Equipment Good 7 20% 14.0 7 10% 7.0
Equipment Condition/Replacement Cost Fair 5 30% 15.0 5 15% 7.5
Lawn/Landscaped Area Good 7 20% 14.0 7 10% 7.0
Employee Safety Measures Fair 5 10% 5.0 5 10% 5.0
Operations Total (Out of 100) 100% 58 55% 32
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Table A-5: Canyon Vista

Ranking Importance 
Rating

Element 
Score Ranking Importance 

Rating
Element 

Score
Demographics
20-Minute Walk

Children 1,170 3 10% 3.0 3 3% 0.9
Seniors 689 5 5% 2.5 5 2% 1.0
Total Population 4,624 3 15% 4.5 3 5% 1.5
Median Household Income $109,267 0 5% 0.0 0 3% 0.0
Population Growth (5-Year) 280 3 5% 1.5 3 3% 0.9
Social Needs and Conditions Index 59 2 15% 3.0 2 10% 2.0

10-Minute Drive

Children 14,213 4 3% 1.2 4 10% 4.0
Seniors 7,246 5 2% 1.0 5 6% 3.0
Total Population 69,673 5 6% 3.0 5 15% 7.5
Median Household Income $71,830 0 3% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Population Growth (5-Year) 5,536 1 3% 0.3 1 8% 0.8

Capacity (based on surface area) 101 0 8% 0.0 0 10% 0.0
Attendance (5-Year Avg.) 10,172 2 10% 2.0 2 10% 2.0
Attendance/Capacity Ratio 100.5 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
Demographics Total (Out of 100) 100% 32 100% 34

Site Conditions
Entrance/Drive Yes 10 10% 10.0 10 5% 5.0
Parking Spaces (Count) 130 10 10% 10.0 8 14% 11.2
Site Area (Acres) 0.2 0 40% 0.0 0 50% 0.0
Grade Constraints Severe 0% 0.0 0 14% 0.0
Health, Safety, Welfare Issues 60% 6 20% 12.0 6 5% 3.0
Designated Historical Features (Count) 0 10 10% 10.0 10 6% 6.0
Historical Structure (Pool House or Pool) No 10 10% 10.0 10 6% 6.0
Site Total (Out of 100) 100% 52 100% 31

Location
Heavily Trafficked Roadways (Traffic Counts) 2,190 9 5% 4.5 9 5% 4.5
Distance from Road 370 7 5% 3.5 7 5% 3.5
Railroads None 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Flight Zones (Noise Level - Decibels) None 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Competing Elements (Count)

Other PARD Aquatic Facilities (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 20% 20.0 10 8% 8.0
Service Area Overlap (20 Min. Walk) 0% 10 20% 20.0 10 8% 8.0
Private Aquatic Facilities (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 7% 7.0 10 3% 3.0
Programs By HOA/Private Orgs. (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 3% 3.0 10 2% 2.0

Symbiotic Elements (Count) 

Schools/Daycare Providers (5 Minute Walk) 1 2 10% 2.0 2 19% 3.8
Recreation Centers (5 Minute Walk) 0 0 10% 0.0 0 20% 0.0
Other Park Amenities (5 Minute Walk) 0 0 10% 0.0 0 20% 0.0

Location Total (Out of 100) 100% 70 100% 43

Accessibility
Adjacent Roadway Class Collector 10 5% 5.0 5 5% 2.5
Transit Access 10 minute 3 15% 4.5 3 15% 4.5
Pedestrian Connectivity

Walkways/Trails Many 10 15% 15.0 10 15% 15.0
Crosswalks Some 5 5% 2.5 5 5% 2.5
Traffic Controls None 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Overall Good 7 15% 10.5 7 15% 10.5

Bicycle Connectivity 

Canyon Vista Condition
Neighborhood Potential Community/Regional Potential
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Ranking Importance 
Rating

Element 
Score Ranking Importance 

Rating
Element 

Score

Canyon Vista Condition
Neighborhood Potential Community/Regional Potential

Lanes Many 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
Trails (Count) None 0 15% 0.0 0 15% 0.0
Overall Good 7 15% 10.5 7 15% 10.5

Accessibility Total (Out of 100) 100% 58 100% 56

Infrastructure
Electric Service Provider Other 0 10% 0.0 0 10% 0.0
Electric Service (Phases) 5 5% 2.5 5 10% 5.0
Water (Dist. to 4" Line in ft.) 0 10 10% 10.0 10 20% 20.0
Reclaimed Water (Dist. in ft.) None 0 10% 0.0 0 15% 0.0
Wastewater (Dist. to 8" Sewer Line in ft.) 67' 10 5% 5.0 10 15% 15.0
Pool Condition Fair 5 25% 12.5 5 10% 5.0
Bathhouse Condition Nonexistent 0 20% 0.0 0 10% 0.0
Storage Conditions Good 7 10% 7.0 7 5% 3.5
COATN Service Area (Wi-Fi) No 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Infrastructure Total (Out of 100) 100% 37 100% 49

Environmental
Trees (Number)

2" to 19" in Diameter 0 10 3% 3.0 10 5% 5.0
19" to 24" in Diameter 0 10 3% 3.0 10 5% 5.0
Over 24" in Diameter (Including Heritage) 0 10 11% 11.0 10 15% 15.0

Grow Zones No 10 13% 13.0 10 10% 10.0
Aquifer Recharge Yes 0 13% 0.0 0 13% 0.0
Pollinator Habitat No 10 6% 6.0 10 5% 5.4
Wetlands No 10 13% 13.0 10 10% 10.0
Rock Outcrop No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Springs No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Environmental Sensitivity Low Sensitivity 10 6% 6.0 10 5% 5.4
Soil Suitability Very Limited 0 6% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Environmental Total (Out of 100) 100% 81 100% 82

Regulatory 
Flood Zones

25-Year Floodplain No 10 20% 20.0 10 20% 20.0
100-Year Floodplain No 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
500-Year Floodplain No 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0

Zoning Designation SF-2-CO 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Sub-Chapter E (Distance from Road in ft.) 370 4 5% 2.0 4 5% 2.0
Erosion Hazard Review Buffer No 10 9% 9.0 10 10% 10.0
Resource Buffers No 10 20% 20.0 10 20% 20.0
Watershed Regulation Areas Water Supply Suburban 5 10% 5.0 5 10% 5.0
Water Quality Zones 250 Transition 10 3% 3.0 5 5% 2.5
Endangered Species Yes 0 3% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Bathhouse No 0 5% 0.0 0 2% 0.0
Restrooms (Distance from Pool in ft.) 180 0 5% 0.0 0 2% 0.0
Regulatory Total (Out of 100) 100% 74 100% 75

Operations
Maintenance Staff/Equipment Ease of Access Poor 2 20% 4.0 2 10% 2.0
Simplicity of Equipment Poor 2 20% 4.0 2 10% 2.0
Equipment Condition/Replacement Cost Poor 2 30% 6.0 2 15% 3.0
Lawn/Landscaped Area Excellent 10 20% 20.0 10 10% 10.0
Employee Safety Measures Poor 2 10% 2.0 2 10% 2.0
Operations Total (Out of 100) 100% 36 55% 19
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Table A-6: Civitan
 

Ranking Importance 
Rating

Element 
Score Ranking Importance 

Rating
Element 

Score
Demographics
20-Minute Walk

Children 1,687 5 10% 5.0 5 3% 1.5
Seniors 384 1 5% 0.5 1 2% 0.2
Total Population 5,407 3 15% 4.5 3 5% 1.5
Median Household Income $28,303 10 5% 5.0 10 3% 3.0
Population Growth (5-Year) 600 6 5% 3.0 6 3% 1.8
Social Needs and Conditions Index 185 10 15% 15.0 10 10% 10.0

10-Minute Drive

Children 24,090 8 3% 2.4 8 10% 8.0
Seniors 7,247 5 2% 1.0 5 6% 3.0
Total Population 102,077 7 6% 4.2 7 15% 10.5
Median Household Income $33,325 9 3% 2.7 9 5% 4.5
Population Growth (5-Year) 11,745 7 3% 2.1 7 8% 5.6

Capacity (based on surface area) 160 1 8% 0.8 1 10% 1.0
Attendance (5-Year Avg.) 3,911 1 10% 1.0 1 10% 1.0
Attendance/Capacity Ratio 24.4 2 10% 2.0 2 10% 2.0
Demographics Total (Out of 100) 100% 49 100% 54

Site Conditions
Entrance/Drive No 0 10% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Parking Spaces (Count) 0 0 10% 0.0 0 14% 0.0
Site Area (Acres) 0.5 5 40% 20.0 0 50% 0.0
Grade Constraints Low-Moderate 0% 0.0 8 14% 11.2
Health, Safety, Welfare Issues 60% 6 20% 12.0 6 5% 3.0
Designated Historical Features (Count) 0 10 10% 10.0 10 6% 6.0
Historical Structure (Pool House or Pool) 1964 6 10% 6.0 6 6% 3.6
Site Total (Out of 100) 100% 48 100% 24

Location
Heavily Trafficked Roadways (Traffic Counts) 3,170 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Distance from Road 50 1 5% 0.5 1 5% 0.5
Railroads None 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Flight Zones (Noise Level - Decibels) None 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Competing Elements (Count)

Other PARD Aquatic Facilities (20 Min. Walk) 1 5 20% 10.0 5 8% 4.0
Service Area Overlap (20 Min. Walk) 88% 1 20% 2.0 1 8% 0.8
Private Aquatic Facilities (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 7% 7.0 10 3% 3.0
Programs By HOA/Private Orgs. (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 3% 3.0 10 2% 2.0

Symbiotic Elements (Count) 

Schools/Daycare Providers (5 Minute Walk) 1 2 10% 2.0 2 19% 3.8
Recreation Centers (5 Minute Walk) 0 0 10% 0.0 0 20% 0.0
Other Park Amenities (5 Minute Walk) 5 3 10% 3.0 3 20% 6.0

Location Total (Out of 100) 100% 38 100% 30

Accessibility
Adjacent Roadway Class Collector 10 5% 5.0 5 5% 2.5
Transit Access Yes 10 15% 15.0 10 15% 15.0
Pedestrian Connectivity

Walkways/Trails Many 10 15% 15.0 10 15% 15.0
Crosswalks Yes 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Traffic Controls None 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Overall Good 7 15% 10.5 7 15% 10.5

Bicycle Connectivity 

Civitan Condition
Neighborhood Potential Community/Regional Potential
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Ranking Importance 
Rating

Element 
Score Ranking Importance 

Rating
Element 

Score

Civitan Condition
Neighborhood Potential Community/Regional Potential

Lanes None 0 10% 0.0 0 10% 0.0
Trails (Count) None 0 15% 0.0 0 15% 0.0
Overall Good 7 15% 10.5 7 15% 10.5

Accessibility Total (Out of 100) 100% 61 100% 59

Infrastructure
Electric Service Provider Austin Energy 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
Electric Service (Phases) 2 5 5% 2.5 5 10% 5.0
Water (Dist. to 4" Line in ft.) 0 10 10% 10.0 10 20% 20.0
Reclaimed Water (Dist. in ft.) None 0 10% 0.0 0 15% 0.0
Wastewater (Dist. to 8" Sewer Line in ft.) 71' 8 5% 4.0 8 15% 12.0
Pool Condition Poor 2 25% 5.0 2 10% 2.0
Bathhouse Condition Poor 2 20% 4.0 2 10% 2.0
Storage Conditions Good 7 10% 7.0 7 5% 3.5
COATN Service Area (Wi-Fi) No 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Infrastructure Total (Out of 100) 100% 43 100% 55

Environmental
Trees (Number)

2" to 19" in Diameter 1 10 3% 3.0 10 5% 5.0
19" to 24" in Diameter 0 10 3% 3.0 10 5% 5.0
Over 24" in Diameter (Including Heritage) 3 8 11% 8.8 8 15% 12.0

Grow Zones No 10 13% 13.0 10 10% 10.0
Aquifer Recharge No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Pollinator Habitat No 10 6% 6.0 10 5% 5.4
Wetlands No 10 13% 13.0 10 10% 10.0
Rock Outcrop No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Springs No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Environmental Sensitivity Low Sensitivity 10 6% 6.0 10 5% 5.4
Soil Suitability Not Limited 10 6% 6.0 10 5% 5.4
Environmental Total (Out of 100) 100% 98 100% 97

Regulatory 
Flood Zones

25-Year Floodplain No 10 20% 20.0 10 20% 20.0
100-Year Floodplain No 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
500-Year Floodplain No 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0

Zoning Designation SF-3-NP 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Sub-Chapter E (Distance from Road in ft.) 50 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Erosion Hazard Review Buffer No 10 9% 9.0 10 10% 10.0
Resource Buffers No 10 20% 20.0 10 20% 20.0
Watershed Regulation Areas Suburban 8 10% 8.0 8 10% 8.0
Water Quality Zones No 10 3% 3.0 10 5% 5.0
Endangered Species No 10 3% 3.0 10 5% 5.0
Bathhouse No 10 5% 5.0 10 2% 2.5
Restrooms (Distance from Pool in ft.) 70 5 5% 2.5 5 2% 1.2
Regulatory Total (Out of 100) 100% 91 100% 92

Operations
Maintenance Staff/Equipment Ease of Access Poor 2 20% 4.0 2 10% 2.0
Simplicity of Equipment Good 7 20% 14.0 7 10% 7.0
Equipment Condition/Replacement Cost Poor 2 30% 6.0 2 15% 3.0
Lawn/Landscaped Area Fair 5 20% 10.0 5 10% 5.0
Employee Safety Measures Good 7 10% 7.0 7 10% 7.0
Operations Total (Out of 100) 100% 41 55% 24
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Table A-7: Colony Park
 

Ranking Importance 
Rating

Element 
Score Ranking Importance 

Rating
Element 

Score
Demographics
20-Minute Walk

Children 2,030 6 10% 6.0 6 3% 1.8
Seniors 304 1 5% 0.5 1 2% 0.2
Total Population 5,735 4 15% 6.0 4 5% 2.0
Median Household Income $33,337 9 5% 4.5 9 3% 2.7
Population Growth (5-Year) 683 7 5% 3.5 7 3% 2.1
Social Needs and Conditions Index 180 10 15% 15.0 10 10% 10.0

10-Minute Drive

Children 12,921 3 3% 0.9 3 10% 3.0
Seniors 3,501 2 2% 0.4 2 6% 1.2
Total Population 41,680 3 6% 1.8 3 15% 4.5
Median Household Income $37,229 8 3% 2.4 8 5% 4.0
Population Growth (5-Year) 4,715 0 3% 0.0 0 8% 0.0

Capacity (based on surface area) N/A

Attendance (5-Year Avg.) N/A
Attendance/Capacity Ratio N/A

Demographics Total (Out of 100) 72% 57 70% 45

Site Conditions
Entrance/Drive Yes 10 10% 10.0 10 5% 5.0
Parking Spaces (Count) 0 0 10% 0.0 0 14% 0.0
Site Area (Acres) 6.0 10 40% 40.0 10 50% 50.0
Grade Constraints Low-Moderate 0% 0.0 8 14% 11.2
Health, Safety, Welfare Issues NA

Designated Historical Features (Count) 0 10 10% 10.0 10 6% 6.0
Historical Structure (Pool House or Pool) No 10 10% 10.0 10 6% 6.0
Site Total (Out of 100) 80% 88 95% 82

Location
Heavily Trafficked Roadways (Traffic Counts) 3,530 9 5% 4.5 9 5% 4.5
Distance from Road 445 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Railroads None 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Flight Zones (Noise Level - Decibels) None 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Competing Elements (Count)

Other PARD Aquatic Facilities (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 20% 20.0 10 8% 8.0
Service Area Overlap (20 Min. Walk) 0% 10 20% 20.0 10 8% 8.0
Private Aquatic Facilities (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 7% 7.0 10 3% 3.0
Programs By HOA/Private Orgs. (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 3% 3.0 10 2% 2.0

Symbiotic Elements (Count) 

Schools/Daycare Providers (5 Minute Walk) 1 2 10% 2.0 2 19% 3.8
Recreation Centers (5 Minute Walk) 1 5 10% 5.0 5 20% 10.0
Other Park Amenities (5 Minute Walk) 5 3 10% 3.0 3 20% 6.0

Location Total (Out of 100) 100% 80 100% 60

Accessibility
Adjacent Roadway Class Minor Arterial 10 5% 5.0 8 5% 4.0
Transit Access Yes 10 15% 15.0 10 15% 15.0
Pedestrian Connectivity

Walkways/Trails Some 5 15% 7.5 5 15% 7.5
Crosswalks None 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Traffic Controls None 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Overall Fair 3 15% 4.5 3 15% 4.5

Bicycle Connectivity 

Colony Park Condition
Neighborhood Potential Community/Regional Potential
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Ranking Importance 
Rating

Element 
Score Ranking Importance 

Rating
Element 

Score

Colony Park Condition
Neighborhood Potential Community/Regional Potential

Lanes Some 5 10% 5.0 5 10% 5.0
Trails (Count) None 0 15% 0.0 0 15% 0.0
Overall Fair 5 15% 7.5 5 15% 7.5

Accessibility Total (Out of 100) 100% 45 100% 44

Infrastructure
Electric Service Provider Austin Energy 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
Electric Service (Phases) 3 10 5% 5.0 10 10% 10.0
Water (Dist. to 4" Line in ft.) 0 10 10% 10.0 10 20% 20.0
Reclaimed Water (Dist. in ft.) None 0 10% 0.0 0 15% 0.0
Wastewater (Dist. to 8" Sewer Line in ft.) 686' 0 5% 0.0 0 15% 0.0
Pool Condition N/A 25% 0.0 10% 0.0
Bathhouse Condition N/A 20% 0.0 10% 0.0
Storage Conditions N/A 10% 0.0 5% 0.0
COATN Service Area (Wi-Fi) No 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Infrastructure Total (Out of 100) 100% 25 100% 40

Environmental
Trees (Number)

2" to 19" in Diameter Many 0 3% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
19" to 24" in Diameter Unknown 5 3% 1.5 5 5% 2.5
Over 24" in Diameter (Including Heritage) Unknown 5 11% 5.5 5 15% 7.5

Grow Zones No 10 13% 13.0 10 10% 10.0
Aquifer Recharge No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Pollinator Habitat No 10 6% 6.0 10 5% 5.4
Wetlands No 10 13% 13.0 10 10% 10.0
Rock Outcrop No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Springs No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Environmental Sensitivity Medium Sensitivity 5 6% 3.0 5 5% 2.7
Soil Suitability Very Limited 0 6% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Environmental Total (Out of 100) 100% 81 100% 77

Regulatory 
Flood Zones

25-Year Floodplain No 10 20% 20.0 10 20% 20.0
100-Year Floodplain No 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
500-Year Floodplain No 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0

Zoning Designation P 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Sub-Chapter E (Distance from Road in ft.) 445 2 5% 1.0 2 5% 1.0
Erosion Hazard Review Buffer No 10 9% 9.0 10 10% 10.0
Resource Buffers CEF Buffer within 250 10 20% 20.0 0 20% 0.0
Watershed Regulation Areas Suburban 8 10% 8.0 8 10% 8.0
Water Quality Zones No 10 3% 3.0 10 5% 5.0
Endangered Species No 10 3% 3.0 10 5% 5.0
Bathhouse No 0 5% 0.0 0 2% 0.0
Restrooms (Distance from Pool in ft.) No 0 5% 0.0 0 2% 0.0
Regulatory Total (Out of 100) 100% 84 100% 69

Operations
Maintenance Staff/Equipment Ease of Access N/A 20% 0.0 10% 0.0
Simplicity of Equipment N/A 20% 0.0 10% 0.0
Equipment Condition/Replacement Cost N/A 30% 0.0 15% 0.0
Lawn/Landscaped Area N/A 20% 0.0 10% 0.0
Employee Safety Measures N/A 10% 0.0 10% 0.0
Operations Total (Out of 100) 100% 0 55% 0



A-15APPENDIX A - SITE SUITABILITY

Table A-8: Deep Eddy

Ranking Importance 
Rating

Element 
Score Ranking Importance 

Rating
Element 

Score
Demographics
20-Minute Walk

Children 346 0 10% 0.0 0 3% 0.0
Seniors 253 0 5% 0.0 0 2% 0.0
Total Population 2,814 1 15% 1.5 1 5% 0.5
Median Household Income $84,213 2 5% 1.0 2 3% 0.6
Population Growth (5-Year) 267 3 5% 1.5 3 3% 0.9
Social Needs and Conditions Index 41 1 15% 1.5 1 10% 1.0

10-Minute Drive

Children 13,088 3 3% 0.9 3 10% 3.0
Seniors 9,255 7 2% 1.4 7 6% 4.2
Total Population 93,485 6 6% 3.6 6 15% 9.0
Median Household Income $64,725 1 3% 0.3 1 5% 0.5
Population Growth (5-Year) 8,938 4 3% 1.2 4 8% 3.2

Capacity (based on surface area) 1,222 10 8% 8.0 10 10% 10.0
Attendance (5-Year Avg.) 154,364 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
Attendance/Capacity Ratio 126.3 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
Demographics Total (Out of 100) 100% 41 100% 53

Site Conditions
Entrance/Drive Yes 10 10% 10.0 10 5% 5.0
Parking Spaces (Count) 73 10 10% 10.0 4 14% 5.6
Site Area (Acres) 3.2 10 40% 40.0 5 50% 25.0
Grade Constraints Severe 0% 0.0 0 14% 0.0
Health, Safety, Welfare Issues 68% 7 20% 14.0 7 5% 3.5
Designated Historical Features (Count) 10 0 10% 0.0 0 6% 0.0
Historical Structure (Pool House or Pool) Yes 0 10% 0.0 0 6% 0.0
Site Total (Out of 100) 100% 74 100% 39

Location
Heavily Trafficked Roadways (Traffic Counts) 17,060 6 5% 3.0 6 5% 3.0
Distance from Road 509 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Railroads None 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Flight Zones (Noise Level - Decibels) None 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Competing Elements (Count)

Other PARD Aquatic Facilities (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 20% 20.0 10 8% 8.0
Service Area Overlap (20 Min. Walk) 75% 2 20% 4.0 2 8% 1.6
Private Aquatic Facilities (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 7% 7.0 10 3% 3.0
Programs By HOA/Private Orgs. (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 3% 3.0 10 2% 2.0

Symbiotic Elements (Count) 

Schools/Daycare Providers (5 Minute Walk) 0 0 10% 0.0 0 19% 0.0
Recreation Centers (5 Minute Walk) 0 0 10% 0.0 0 20% 0.0
Other Park Amenities (5 Minute Walk) 19 9 10% 9.0 9 20% 18.0

Location Total (Out of 100) 100% 56 100% 46

Accessibility
Adjacent Roadway Class Minor Arterial 10 5% 5.0 8 5% 4.0
Transit Access At pool 10 15% 15.0 10 15% 15.0
Pedestrian Connectivity

Walkways/Trails Some 5 15% 7.5 5 15% 7.5
Crosswalks Some 5 5% 2.5 5 5% 2.5
Traffic Controls None 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Overall Fair 3 15% 4.5 3 15% 4.5

Bicycle Connectivity 

Deep Eddy Condition
Neighborhood Potential Community/Regional Potential
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Ranking Importance 
Rating

Element 
Score Ranking Importance 

Rating
Element 

Score

Deep Eddy Condition
Neighborhood Potential Community/Regional Potential

Lanes Some 5 10% 5.0 5 10% 5.0
Trails (Count) 2 10 15% 15.0 10 15% 15.0
Overall Excellent 10 15% 15.0 10 15% 15.0

Accessibility Total (Out of 100) 100% 70 100% 69

Infrastructure
Electric Service Provider Austin Energy 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
Electric Service (Phases) 2 5 5% 2.5 5 10% 5.0
Water (Dist. to 4" Line in ft.) 0 10 10% 10.0 10 20% 20.0
Reclaimed Water (Dist. in ft.) None 0 10% 0.0 0 15% 0.0
Wastewater (Dist. to 8" Sewer Line in ft.) 0' 10 5% 5.0 10 15% 15.0
Pool Condition Poor 2 25% 5.0 2 10% 2.0
Bathhouse Condition Fair 5 20% 10.0 5 10% 5.0
Storage Conditions Good 7 10% 7.0 7 5% 3.5
COATN Service Area (Wi-Fi) Yes 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Infrastructure Total (Out of 100) 100% 55 100% 66

Environmental
Trees (Number)

2" to 19" in Diameter 0 10 3% 3.0 10 5% 5.0
19" to 24" in Diameter 0 10 3% 3.0 10 5% 5.0
Over 24" in Diameter (Including Heritage) 2 9 11% 9.9 9 15% 13.5

Grow Zones No 10 13% 13.0 10 10% 10.0
Aquifer Recharge Yes 0 13% 0.0 0 13% 0.0
Pollinator Habitat No 10 6% 6.0 10 5% 5.4
Wetlands No 10 13% 13.0 10 10% 10.0
Rock Outcrop No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Springs No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Environmental Sensitivity Medium Sensitivity 5 6% 3.0 5 5% 2.7
Soil Suitability Very Limited 0 6% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Environmental Total (Out of 100) 100% 77 100% 78

Regulatory 
Flood Zones

25-Year Floodplain No 10 20% 20.0 10 20% 20.0
100-Year Floodplain Yes 0 10% 0.0 0 10% 0.0
500-Year Floodplain Yes 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0

Zoning Designation P-H-NP 6 5% 3.0 6 5% 3.0
Sub-Chapter E (Distance from Road in ft.) 260 6 5% 3.0 6 5% 3.0
Erosion Hazard Review Buffer No 10 9% 9.0 10 10% 10.0
Resource Buffers No 10 20% 20.0 10 20% 20.0
Watershed Regulation Areas Water Supply Suburban 5 10% 5.0 5 10% 5.0
Water Quality Zones No 10 3% 3.0 10 5% 5.0
Endangered Species No 10 3% 3.0 10 5% 5.0
Bathhouse Yes 10 5% 5.0 10 2% 2.5
Restrooms (Distance from Pool in ft.) At pool 10 5% 5.0 10 2% 2.5
Regulatory Total (Out of 100) 100% 76 100% 76

Operations
Maintenance Staff/Equipment Ease of Access Poor 2 20% 4.0 2 10% 2.0
Simplicity of Equipment Poor 2 20% 4.0 2 10% 2.0
Equipment Condition/Replacement Cost Poor 2 30% 6.0 2 15% 3.0
Lawn/Landscaped Area Poor 2 20% 4.0 2 10% 2.0
Employee Safety Measures Fair 5 10% 5.0 5 10% 5.0
Operations Total (Out of 100) 100% 23 55% 14
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Table A-9: Dick Nichols

Ranking Importance 
Rating

Element 
Score Ranking Importance 

Rating
Element 

Score
Demographics
20-Minute Walk

Children 1,392 3 10% 3.0 3 3% 0.9
Seniors 601 4 5% 2.0 4 2% 0.8
Total Population 5,568 4 15% 6.0 4 5% 2.0
Median Household Income $101,693 0 5% 0.0 0 3% 0.0
Population Growth (5-Year) 293 3 5% 1.5 3 3% 0.9
Social Needs and Conditions Index 88 4 15% 6.0 4 10% 4.0

10-Minute Drive

Children 18,310 5 3% 1.5 5 10% 5.0
Seniors 7,095 6 2% 1.2 6 6% 3.6
Total Population 76,293 5 6% 3.0 5 15% 7.5
Median Household Income $82,038 0 3% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Population Growth (5-Year) 6,663 2 3% 0.6 2 8% 1.6

Capacity (based on surface area) 621 7 8% 5.6 7 10% 7.0
Attendance (5-Year Avg.) 46,189 9 10% 9.0 9 10% 9.0
Attendance/Capacity Ratio 74.4 7 10% 7.0 7 10% 7.0
Demographics Total (Out of 100) 100% 46 100% 49

Site Conditions
Entrance/Drive Yes 10 10% 10.0 10 5% 5.0
Parking Spaces (Count) 57 10 10% 10.0 3 14% 4.2
Site Area (Acres) 9.8 10 40% 40.0 10 50% 50.0
Grade Constraints Moderate 0% 0.0 5 14% 7.0
Health, Safety, Welfare Issues 65% 7 20% 14.0 7 5% 3.5
Designated Historical Features (Count) 0 10 10% 10.0 10 6% 6.0
Historical Structure (Pool House or Pool) No 10 10% 10.0 10 6% 6.0
Site Total (Out of 100) 100% 94 100% 82

Location
Heavily Trafficked Roadways (Traffic Counts) 5,090 9 5% 4.5 9 5% 4.5
Distance from Road 442 9 5% 4.5 9 5% 4.5
Railroads None 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Flight Zones (Noise Level - Decibels) None 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Competing Elements (Count)

Other PARD Aquatic Facilities (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 20% 20.0 10 8% 8.0
Service Area Overlap (20 Min. Walk) 0% 10 20% 20.0 10 8% 8.0
Private Aquatic Facilities (20 Min. Walk) 1 5 7% 3.5 5 3% 1.5
Programs By HOA/Private Orgs. (20 Min. Walk) 1 5 3% 1.5 5 2% 1.0

Symbiotic Elements (Count) 

Schools/Daycare Providers (5 Minute Walk) 0 0 10% 0.0 0 19% 0.0
Recreation Centers (5 Minute Walk) 0 0 10% 0.0 0 20% 0.0
Other Park Amenities (5 Minute Walk) 15 8 10% 8.0 8 20% 16.0

Location Total (Out of 100) 100% 72 100% 54

Accessibility
Adjacent Roadway Class Minor Arterial 10 5% 5.0 8 5% 4.0
Transit Access At pool 10 15% 15.0 10 15% 15.0
Pedestrian Connectivity

Walkways/Trails Many 10 15% 15.0 10 15% 15.0
Crosswalks Yes 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Traffic Controls None 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Overall Good 7 15% 10.5 7 15% 10.5

Bicycle Connectivity 

Dick Nichols Condition
Neighborhood Potential Community/Regional Potential
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Ranking Importance 
Rating

Element 
Score Ranking Importance 

Rating
Element 

Score

Dick Nichols Condition
Neighborhood Potential Community/Regional Potential

Lanes Some 5 10% 5.0 5 10% 5.0
Trails (Count) None 0 15% 0.0 0 15% 0.0
Overall Good 7 15% 10.5 7 15% 10.5

Accessibility Total (Out of 100) 100% 66 100% 65

Infrastructure
Electric Service Provider Austin Energy 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
Electric Service (Phases) 3 10 5% 5.0 10 10% 10.0
Water (Dist. to 4" Line in ft.) 0 10 10% 10.0 10 20% 20.0
Reclaimed Water (Dist. in ft.) None 0 10% 0.0 0 15% 0.0
Wastewater (Dist. to 8" Sewer Line in ft.) 350' 3 5% 1.5 3 15% 4.5
Pool Condition Good 7 25% 17.5 7 10% 7.0
Bathhouse Condition Fair 5 20% 10.0 5 10% 5.0
Storage Conditions Good 7 10% 7.0 7 5% 3.5
COATN Service Area (Wi-Fi) No 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Infrastructure Total (Out of 100) 100% 61 100% 60

Environmental
Trees (Number)

2" to 19" in Diameter 3 9 3% 2.7 9 5% 4.5
19" to 24" in Diameter 0 10 3% 3.0 10 5% 5.0
Over 24" in Diameter (Including Heritage) 0 10 11% 11.0 10 15% 15.0

Grow Zones No 10 13% 13.0 10 10% 10.0
Aquifer Recharge Yes 0 13% 0.0 0 13% 0.0
Pollinator Habitat No 10 6% 6.0 10 5% 5.4
Wetlands No 10 13% 13.0 10 10% 10.0
Rock Outcrop No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Springs No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Environmental Sensitivity Medium Sensitivity 5 6% 3.0 5 5% 2.7
Soil Suitability Very Limited 0 6% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Environmental Total (Out of 100) 100% 78 100% 79

Regulatory 
Flood Zones

25-Year Floodplain No 10 20% 20.0 10 20% 20.0
100-Year Floodplain No 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
500-Year Floodplain Within 250 10 5% 5.0 0 5% 0.0

Zoning Designation P 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Sub-Chapter E (Distance from Road in ft.) 442 2 5% 1.0 2 5% 1.0
Erosion Hazard Review Buffer No 10 9% 9.0 10 10% 10.0
Resource Buffers No 10 20% 20.0 10 20% 20.0
Watershed Regulation Areas Barton Springs Zone 0 10% 0.0 0 10% 0.0
Water Quality Zones Transition 5 3% 1.5 5 5% 2.5
Endangered Species No 10 3% 3.0 10 5% 5.0
Bathhouse Yes 10 5% 5.0 10 2% 2.5
Restrooms (Distance from Pool in ft.) At pool 10 5% 5.0 10 2% 2.5
Regulatory Total (Out of 100) 100% 85 100% 78

Operations
Maintenance Staff/Equipment Ease of Access Fair 5 20% 10.0 5 10% 5.0
Simplicity of Equipment Good 7 20% 14.0 7 10% 7.0
Equipment Condition/Replacement Cost Good 7 30% 21.0 7 15% 10.5
Lawn/Landscaped Area Fair 5 20% 10.0 5 10% 5.0
Employee Safety Measures Good 7 10% 7.0 7 10% 7.0
Operations Total (Out of 100) 100% 62 55% 35
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Table A-10: Dittmar

Ranking Importance 
Rating

Element 
Score Ranking Importance 

Rating
Element 

Score
Demographics
20-Minute Walk

Children 1,090 2 10% 2.0 2 3% 0.6
Seniors 449 2 5% 1.0 2 2% 0.4
Total Population 4,932 3 15% 4.5 3 5% 1.5
Median Household Income $54,016 7 5% 3.5 7 3% 2.1
Population Growth (5-Year) 255 3 5% 1.5 3 3% 0.9
Social Needs and Conditions Index 131 7 15% 10.5 7 10% 7.0

10-Minute Drive

Children 24,211 8 3% 2.4 8 10% 8.0
Seniors 9,904 8 2% 1.6 8 6% 4.8
Total Population 110,049 7 6% 4.2 7 15% 10.5
Median Household Income $55,260 4 3% 1.2 4 5% 2.0
Population Growth (5-Year) 11,426 6 3% 1.8 6 8% 4.8

Capacity (based on surface area) 345 3 8% 2.4 3 10% 3.0
Attendance (5-Year Avg.) 29,800 6 10% 6.0 6 10% 6.0
Attendance/Capacity Ratio 86.3 9 10% 9.0 9 10% 9.0
Demographics Total (Out of 100) 100% 52 100% 61

Site Conditions
Entrance/Drive Yes 10 10% 10.0 10 5% 5.0
Parking Spaces (Count) 110 10 10% 10.0 6 14% 8.4
Site Area (Acres) 1.1 10 40% 40.0 0 50% 0.0
Grade Constraints Severe 0% 0.0 0 14% 0.0
Health, Safety, Welfare Issues 60% 6 20% 12.0 6 5% 3.0
Designated Historical Features (Count) 0 10 10% 10.0 10 6% 6.0
Historical Structure (Pool House or Pool) No 10 10% 10.0 10 6% 6.0
Site Total (Out of 100) 100% 92 100% 28

Location
Heavily Trafficked Roadways (Traffic Counts) 8,170 8 5% 4.0 8 5% 4.0
Distance from Road 225 5 5% 2.5 5 5% 2.5
Railroads None 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Flight Zones (Noise Level - Decibels) None 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Competing Elements (Count)

Other PARD Aquatic Facilities (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 20% 20.0 10 8% 8.0
Service Area Overlap (20 Min. Walk) 0% 10 20% 20.0 10 8% 8.0
Private Aquatic Facilities (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 7% 7.0 10 3% 3.0
Programs By HOA/Private Orgs. (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 3% 3.0 10 2% 2.0

Symbiotic Elements (Count) 

Schools/Daycare Providers (5 Minute Walk) 0 0 10% 0.0 0 19% 0.0
Recreation Centers (5 Minute Walk) 1 5 10% 5.0 5 20% 10.0
Other Park Amenities (5 Minute Walk) 6 3 10% 3.0 3 20% 6.0

Location Total (Out of 100) 100% 75 100% 54

Accessibility
Adjacent Roadway Class Major Arterial 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Transit Access No 0 15% 0.0 0 15% 0.0
Pedestrian Connectivity

Walkways/Trails Some 5 15% 7.5 5 15% 7.5
Crosswalks Some 5 5% 2.5 5 5% 2.5
Traffic Controls None 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Overall Good 7 15% 10.5 7 15% 10.5

Bicycle Connectivity 

Dittmar Condition
Neighborhood Potential Community/Regional Potential
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Ranking Importance 
Rating

Element 
Score Ranking Importance 

Rating
Element 

Score

Dittmar Condition
Neighborhood Potential Community/Regional Potential

Lanes Some 5 10% 5.0 5 10% 5.0
Trails (Count) None 0 15% 0.0 0 15% 0.0
Overall Fair 3 15% 4.5 3 15% 4.5

Accessibility Total (Out of 100) 100% 35 100% 35

Infrastructure
Electric Service Provider Austin Energy 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
Electric Service (Phases) 3 10 5% 5.0 10 10% 10.0
Water (Dist. to 4" Line in ft.) 0 10 10% 10.0 10 20% 20.0
Reclaimed Water (Dist. in ft.) None 0 10% 0.0 0 15% 0.0
Wastewater (Dist. to 8" Sewer Line in ft.) 300' 5 5% 2.5 5 15% 7.5
Pool Condition Fair 5 25% 12.5 5 10% 5.0
Bathhouse Condition Good 7 20% 14.0 7 10% 7.0
Storage Conditions Good 7 10% 7.0 7 5% 3.5
COATN Service Area (Wi-Fi) Potential 8 5% 4.0 8 5% 4.0
Infrastructure Total (Out of 100) 100% 65 100% 67

Environmental
Trees (Number)

2" to 19" in Diameter 30 7 3% 2.1 7 5% 3.5
19" to 24" in Diameter 3 3 3% 0.9 3 5% 1.5
Over 24" in Diameter (Including Heritage) 5 7 11% 7.7 7 15% 10.5

Grow Zones No 10 13% 13.0 10 10% 10.0
Aquifer Recharge No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Pollinator Habitat No 10 6% 6.0 10 5% 5.4
Wetlands No 10 13% 13.0 10 10% 10.0
Rock Outcrop No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Springs No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Environmental Sensitivity Medium Sensitivity 5 6% 3.0 5 5% 2.7
Soil Suitability Very Limited 0 6% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Environmental Total (Out of 100) 100% 85 100% 83

Regulatory 
Flood Zones

25-Year Floodplain No 10 20% 20.0 10 20% 20.0
100-Year Floodplain No 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
500-Year Floodplain No 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0

Zoning Designation P 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Sub-Chapter E (Distance from Road in ft.) 225 6 5% 3.0 6 5% 3.0
Erosion Hazard Review Buffer No 10 9% 9.0 10 10% 10.0
Resource Buffers No 10 20% 20.0 10 20% 20.0
Watershed Regulation Areas Suburban 8 10% 8.0 8 10% 8.0
Water Quality Zones 250 Critical 10 3% 3.0 0 5% 0.0
Endangered Species No 10 3% 3.0 10 5% 5.0
Bathhouse Yes 10 5% 5.0 10 2% 2.5
Restrooms (Distance from Pool in ft.) At pool 10 5% 5.0 10 2% 2.5
Regulatory Total (Out of 100) 100% 96 100% 91

Operations
Maintenance Staff/Equipment Ease of Access Poor 2 20% 4.0 2 10% 2.0
Simplicity of Equipment Good 7 20% 14.0 7 10% 7.0
Equipment Condition/Replacement Cost Good 7 30% 21.0 7 15% 10.5
Lawn/Landscaped Area Poor 2 20% 4.0 2 10% 2.0
Employee Safety Measures Good 7 10% 7.0 7 10% 7.0
Operations Total (Out of 100) 100% 50 55% 29
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Table A-11: Dottie Jordan

Ranking Importance 
Rating

Element 
Score Ranking Importance 

Rating
Element 

Score
Demographics
20-Minute Walk

Children 1,824 5 10% 5.0 5 3% 1.5
Seniors 867 8 5% 4.0 8 2% 1.6
Total Population 7,475 5 15% 7.5 5 5% 2.5
Median Household Income $46,534 8 5% 4.0 8 3% 2.4
Population Growth (5-Year) 814 8 5% 4.0 8 3% 2.4
Social Needs and Conditions Index 143 8 15% 12.0 8 10% 8.0

10-Minute Drive

Children 24,478 8 3% 2.4 8 10% 8.0
Seniors 7,715 6 2% 1.2 6 6% 3.6
Total Population 95,246 6 6% 3.6 6 15% 9.0
Median Household Income $37,785 8 3% 2.4 8 5% 4.0
Population Growth (5-Year) 8,597 4 3% 1.2 4 8% 3.2

Capacity (based on surface area) 279 2 8% 1.6 2 10% 2.0
Attendance (5-Year Avg.) 17,689 4 10% 4.0 4 10% 4.0
Attendance/Capacity Ratio 63.4 6 10% 6.0 6 10% 6.0
Demographics Total (Out of 100) 100% 59 100% 58

Site Conditions
Entrance/Drive Yes 10 10% 10.0 10 5% 5.0
Parking Spaces (Count) 27 10 10% 10.0 1 14% 1.4
Site Area (Acres) 0.9 9 40% 36.0 0 50% 0.0
Grade Constraints Low 0% 0.0 10 14% 14.0
Health, Safety, Welfare Issues 43% 4 20% 8.0 4 5% 2.0
Designated Historical Features (Count) 0 10 10% 10.0 10 6% 6.0
Historical Structure (Pool House or Pool) No 10 10% 10.0 10 6% 6.0
Site Total (Out of 100) 100% 84 100% 34

Location
Heavily Trafficked Roadways (Traffic Counts) 2,890 9 5% 4.5 9 5% 4.5
Distance from Road 170 3 5% 1.5 3 5% 1.5
Railroads None 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Flight Zones (Noise Level - Decibels) None 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Competing Elements (Count)

Other PARD Aquatic Facilities (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 20% 20.0 10 8% 8.0
Service Area Overlap (20 Min. Walk) 0% 10 20% 20.0 10 8% 8.0
Private Aquatic Facilities (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 7% 7.0 10 3% 3.0
Programs By HOA/Private Orgs. (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 3% 3.0 10 2% 2.0

Symbiotic Elements (Count) 

Schools/Daycare Providers (5 Minute Walk) 0 0 10% 0.0 0 19% 0.0
Recreation Centers (5 Minute Walk) 1 5 10% 5.0 5 20% 10.0
Other Park Amenities (5 Minute Walk) 6 3 10% 3.0 3 20% 6.0

Location Total (Out of 100) 100% 74 100% 53

Accessibility
Adjacent Roadway Class Collector 10 5% 5.0 5 5% 2.5
Transit Access At pool 10 15% 15.0 10 15% 15.0
Pedestrian Connectivity

Walkways/Trails None 0 15% 0.0 0 15% 0.0
Crosswalks None 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Traffic Controls None 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Overall Poor 0 15% 0.0 0 15% 0.0

Bicycle Connectivity 

Dottie Jordan Condition
Neighborhood Potential Community/Regional Potential
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Ranking Importance 
Rating

Element 
Score Ranking Importance 

Rating
Element 

Score

Dottie Jordan Condition
Neighborhood Potential Community/Regional Potential

Lanes None 0 10% 0.0 0 10% 0.0
Trails (Count) None 0 15% 0.0 0 15% 0.0
Overall Good 7 15% 10.5 7 15% 10.5

Accessibility Total (Out of 100) 100% 31 100% 28

Infrastructure
Electric Service Provider Austin Energy 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
Electric Service (Phases) 2 5 5% 2.5 5 10% 5.0
Water (Dist. to 4" Line in ft.) 0 10 10% 10.0 10 20% 20.0
Reclaimed Water (Dist. in ft.) None 0 10% 0.0 0 15% 0.0
Wastewater (Dist. to 8" Sewer Line in ft.) 0' 10 5% 5.0 10 15% 15.0
Pool Condition Good 7 25% 17.5 7 10% 7.0
Bathhouse Condition Poor 2 20% 4.0 2 10% 2.0
Storage Conditions Fair 5 10% 5.0 5 5% 2.5
COATN Service Area (Wi-Fi) Potential 8 5% 4.0 8 5% 4.0
Infrastructure Total (Out of 100) 100% 58 100% 66

Environmental
Trees (Number)

2" to 19" in Diameter 106 0 3% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
19" to 24" in Diameter 10 5 3% 1.5 5 5% 2.5
Over 24" in Diameter (Including Heritage) 11 4 11% 4.4 4 15% 6.0

Grow Zones Within 250 10 13% 13.0 0 10% 0.0
Aquifer Recharge No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Pollinator Habitat No 10 6% 6.0 10 5% 5.4
Wetlands No 10 13% 13.0 10 10% 10.0
Rock Outcrop No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Springs No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Environmental Sensitivity Low Sensitivity 5 6% 3.0 5 5% 2.7
Soil Suitability Very Limited 0 6% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Environmental Total (Out of 100) 100% 80 100% 66

Regulatory 
Flood Zones

25-Year Floodplain Yes 0 20% 0.0 0 20% 0.0
100-Year Floodplain Yes 0 10% 0.0 0 10% 0.0
500-Year Floodplain Yes 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0

Zoning Designation P-NP 8 5% 4.0 8 5% 4.0
Sub-Chapter E (Distance from Road in ft.) 170 8 5% 4.0 8 5% 4.0
Erosion Hazard Review Buffer Within 250 10 9% 9.0 0 10% 0.0
Resource Buffers No 10 20% 20.0 10 20% 20.0
Watershed Regulation Areas Urban 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
Water Quality Zones Critical 0 3% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Endangered Species No 10 3% 3.0 10 5% 5.0
Bathhouse Yes 10 5% 5.0 10 2% 2.5
Restrooms (Distance from Pool in ft.) At pool 10 5% 5.0 10 2% 2.5
Regulatory Total (Out of 100) 100% 60 100% 48

Operations
Maintenance Staff/Equipment Ease of Access Fair 5 20% 10.0 5 10% 5.0
Simplicity of Equipment Good 7 20% 14.0 7 10% 7.0
Equipment Condition/Replacement Cost Fair 5 30% 15.0 5 15% 7.5
Lawn/Landscaped Area Poor 2 20% 4.0 2 10% 2.0
Employee Safety Measures Fair 5 10% 5.0 5 10% 5.0
Operations Total (Out of 100) 100% 48 55% 27
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Table A-12: Dove Springs

Ranking Importance 
Rating

Element 
Score Ranking Importance 

Rating
Element 

Score
Demographics
20-Minute Walk

Children 3,247 10 10% 10.0 10 3% 3.0
Seniors 523 3 5% 1.5 3 2% 0.6
Total Population 9,870 8 15% 12.0 8 5% 4.0
Median Household Income $41,038 8 5% 4.0 8 3% 2.4
Population Growth (5-Year) 826 8 5% 4.0 8 3% 2.4
Social Needs and Conditions Index 172 9 15% 13.5 9 10% 9.0

10-Minute Drive

Children 19,636 6 3% 1.8 6 10% 6.0
Seniors 3,317 1 2% 0.2 1 6% 0.6
Total Population 66,337 4 6% 2.4 4 15% 6.0
Median Household Income $38,658 8 3% 2.4 8 5% 4.0
Population Growth (5-Year) 6,610 2 3% 0.6 2 8% 1.6

Capacity (based on surface area) 691 8 8% 6.4 8 10% 8.0
Attendance (5-Year Avg.) 30,914 6 10% 6.0 6 10% 6.0
Attendance/Capacity Ratio 44.7 4 10% 4.0 4 10% 4.0
Demographics Total (Out of 100) 100% 69 100% 58

Site Conditions
Entrance/Drive Yes 10 10% 10.0 10 5% 5.0
Parking Spaces (Count) 62 10 10% 10.0 3 14% 4.2
Site Area (Acres) 3.3 10 40% 40.0 5 50% 25.0
Grade Constraints Low 0% 0.0 10 14% 14.0
Health, Safety, Welfare Issues 60% 6 20% 12.0 6 5% 3.0
Designated Historical Features (Count) 0 10 10% 10.0 10 6% 6.0
Historical Structure (Pool House or Pool) No 10 10% 10.0 10 6% 6.0
Site Total (Out of 100) 100% 92 100% 63

Location
Heavily Trafficked Roadways (Traffic Counts) 8,150 8 5% 4.0 8 5% 4.0
Distance from Road 1,310 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Railroads None 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Flight Zones (Noise Level - Decibels) None 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Competing Elements (Count)

Other PARD Aquatic Facilities (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 20% 20.0 10 8% 8.0
Service Area Overlap (20 Min. Walk) 0% 10 20% 20.0 10 8% 8.0
Private Aquatic Facilities (20 Min. Walk) 1 5 7% 3.5 5 3% 1.5
Programs By HOA/Private Orgs. (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 3% 3.0 10 2% 2.0

Symbiotic Elements (Count) 

Schools/Daycare Providers (5 Minute Walk) 2 1 10% 1.0 1 19% 1.9
Recreation Centers (5 Minute Walk) 1 5 10% 5.0 5 20% 10.0
Other Park Amenities (5 Minute Walk) 15 7 10% 7.0 7 20% 14.0

Location Total (Out of 100) 100% 74 100% 59

Accessibility
Adjacent Roadway Class Minor Arterial 10 5% 5.0 8 5% 4.0
Transit Access 10 minute 3 15% 4.5 3 15% 4.5
Pedestrian Connectivity

Walkways/Trails Some 5 15% 7.5 5 15% 7.5
Crosswalks None 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Traffic Controls None 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Overall Good 7 15% 10.5 7 15% 10.5

Bicycle Connectivity 

Dove Springs Condition
Neighborhood Potential Community/Regional Potential
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Ranking Importance 
Rating

Element 
Score Ranking Importance 

Rating
Element 

Score

Dove Springs Condition
Neighborhood Potential Community/Regional Potential

Lanes None 0 10% 0.0 0 10% 0.0
Trails (Count) None 0 15% 0.0 0 15% 0.0
Overall Good 7 15% 10.5 7 15% 10.5

Accessibility Total (Out of 100) 100% 38 100% 37

Infrastructure
Electric Service Provider Austin Energy 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
Electric Service (Phases) 3 10 5% 5.0 10 10% 10.0
Water (Dist. to 4" Line in ft.) 0 10 10% 10.0 10 20% 20.0
Reclaimed Water (Dist. in ft.) 1200' 0 10% 0.0 0 15% 0.0
Wastewater (Dist. to 8" Sewer Line in ft.) 0 10 5% 5.0 10 15% 15.0
Pool Condition Fair 5 25% 12.5 5 10% 5.0
Bathhouse Condition Fair 5 20% 10.0 5 10% 5.0
Storage Conditions Fair 5 10% 5.0 5 5% 2.5
COATN Service Area (Wi-Fi) Potential 8 5% 4.0 8 5% 4.0
Infrastructure Total (Out of 100) 100% 62 100% 72

Environmental
Trees (Number)

2" to 19" in Diameter 5 9 3% 2.7 9 5% 4.5
19" to 24" in Diameter 0 10 3% 3.0 10 5% 5.0
Over 24" in Diameter (Including Heritage) 0 10 11% 11.0 10 15% 15.0

Grow Zones No 10 13% 13.0 10 10% 10.0
Aquifer Recharge No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Pollinator Habitat No 10 6% 6.0 10 5% 5.4
Wetlands No 10 13% 13.0 10 10% 10.0
Rock Outcrop No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Springs No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Environmental Sensitivity Medium Sensitivity 5 6% 3.0 5 5% 2.7
Soil Suitability Very Limited 0 6% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Environmental Total (Out of 100) 100% 91 100% 92

Regulatory 
Flood Zones

25-Year Floodplain No 10 20% 20.0 10 20% 20.0
100-Year Floodplain Within 250 10 10% 10.0 0 10% 0.0
500-Year Floodplain Yes 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0

Zoning Designation P-NP 8 5% 4.0 8 5% 4.0
Sub-Chapter E (Distance from Road in ft.) 1,310 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Erosion Hazard Review Buffer No 10 9% 9.0 10 10% 10.0
Resource Buffers No 10 20% 20.0 10 20% 20.0
Watershed Regulation Areas Suburban 8 10% 8.0 8 10% 8.0
Water Quality Zones No 10 3% 3.0 10 5% 5.0
Endangered Species No 10 3% 3.0 10 5% 5.0
Bathhouse Yes 10 5% 5.0 10 2% 2.5
Restrooms (Distance from Pool in ft.) At pool 10 5% 5.0 10 2% 2.5
Regulatory Total (Out of 100) 100% 87 100% 77

Operations
Maintenance Staff/Equipment Ease of Access Good 7 20% 14.0 7 10% 7.0
Simplicity of Equipment Good 7 20% 14.0 7 10% 7.0
Equipment Condition/Replacement Cost Fair 5 30% 15.0 5 15% 7.5
Lawn/Landscaped Area Poor 2 20% 4.0 2 10% 2.0
Employee Safety Measures Good 7 10% 7.0 7 10% 7.0
Operations Total (Out of 100) 100% 54 55% 31
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Table A-13: Garrison

Ranking Importance 
Rating

Element 
Score Ranking Importance 

Rating
Element 

Score
Demographics
20-Minute Walk

Children 1,366 3 10% 3.0 3 3% 0.9
Seniors 1,127 10 5% 5.0 10 2% 2.0
Total Population 7,227 5 15% 7.5 5 5% 2.5
Median Household Income $51,454 7 5% 3.5 7 3% 2.1
Population Growth (5-Year) 609 6 5% 3.0 6 3% 1.8
Social Needs and Conditions Index 117 6 15% 9.0 6 10% 6.0

10-Minute Drive

Children 27,055 9 3% 2.7 9 10% 9.0
Seniors 11,952 10 2% 2.0 10 6% 6.0
Total Population 131,337 9 6% 5.4 9 15% 13.5
Median Household Income $51,271 5 3% 1.5 5 5% 2.5
Population Growth (5-Year) 12,539 8 3% 2.4 8 8% 6.4

Capacity (based on surface area) 859 10 8% 8.0 10 10% 10.0
Attendance (5-Year Avg.) 26,256 5 10% 5.0 5 10% 5.0
Attendance/Capacity Ratio 30.6 3 10% 3.0 3 10% 3.0
Demographics Total (Out of 100) 100% 61 100% 71

Site Conditions
Entrance/Drive Yes 10 10% 10.0 10 5% 5.0
Parking Spaces (Count) 39 10 10% 10.0 2 14% 2.8
Site Area (Acres) 4.0 10 40% 40.0 8 50% 40.0
Grade Constraints Moderate 0% 0.0 5 14% 7.0
Health, Safety, Welfare Issues 35% 4 20% 8.0 4 5% 2.0
Designated Historical Features (Count) 0 10 10% 10.0 10 6% 6.0
Historical Structure (Pool House or Pool) 1966 6 10% 6.0 6 6% 3.6
Site Total (Out of 100) 100% 84 100% 66

Location
Heavily Trafficked Roadways (Traffic Counts) 27,560 3 5% 1.5 3 5% 1.5
Distance from Road 584 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Railroads None 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Flight Zones (Noise Level - Decibels) None 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Competing Elements (Count)

Other PARD Aquatic Facilities (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 20% 20.0 10 8% 8.0
Service Area Overlap (20 Min. Walk) 0% 10 20% 20.0 10 8% 8.0
Private Aquatic Facilities (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 7% 7.0 10 3% 3.0
Programs By HOA/Private Orgs. (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 3% 3.0 10 2% 2.0

Symbiotic Elements (Count) 

Schools/Daycare Providers (5 Minute Walk) 4 10 10% 10.0 10 19% 19.0
Recreation Centers (5 Minute Walk) 0 0 10% 0.0 0 20% 0.0
Other Park Amenities (5 Minute Walk) 11 5 10% 5.0 5 20% 10.0

Location Total (Out of 100) 100% 82 100% 67

Accessibility
Adjacent Roadway Class Major Arterial 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Transit Access At pool 10 15% 15.0 10 15% 15.0
Pedestrian Connectivity

Walkways/Trails Some 5 15% 7.5 5 15% 7.5
Crosswalks Yes 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Traffic Controls Yes 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Overall Fair 3 15% 4.5 3 15% 4.5

Bicycle Connectivity 

Garrison Condition
Neighborhood Potential Community/Regional Potential
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Ranking Importance 
Rating

Element 
Score Ranking Importance 

Rating
Element 

Score

Garrison Condition
Neighborhood Potential Community/Regional Potential

Lanes None 0 10% 0.0 0 10% 0.0
Trails (Count) None 0 15% 0.0 0 15% 0.0
Overall Poor 0 15% 0.0 0 15% 0.0

Accessibility Total (Out of 100) 100% 42 100% 42

Infrastructure
Electric Service Provider Austin Energy 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
Electric Service (Phases) 3 10 5% 5.0 10 10% 10.0
Water (Dist. to 4" Line in ft.) 0 10 10% 10.0 10 20% 20.0
Reclaimed Water (Dist. in ft.) None 0 10% 0.0 0 15% 0.0
Wastewater (Dist. to 8" Sewer Line in ft.) 0 10 5% 5.0 10 15% 15.0
Pool Condition Fair 5 25% 12.5 5 10% 5.0
Bathhouse Condition Fair 5 20% 10.0 5 10% 5.0
Storage Conditions Fair 5 10% 5.0 5 5% 2.5
COATN Service Area (Wi-Fi) Potential 8 5% 4.0 8 5% 4.0
Infrastructure Total (Out of 100) 100% 62 100% 72

Environmental
Trees (Number)

2" to 19" in Diameter 76 2 3% 0.6 2 5% 1.0
19" to 24" in Diameter 8 6 3% 1.8 6 5% 3.0
Over 24" in Diameter (Including Heritage) 1 9 11% 9.9 9 15% 13.5

Grow Zones No 10 13% 13.0 10 10% 10.0
Aquifer Recharge No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Pollinator Habitat No 10 6% 6.0 10 5% 5.4
Wetlands No 10 13% 13.0 10 10% 10.0
Rock Outcrop No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Springs No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Environmental Sensitivity Low Sensitivity 10 6% 6.0 10 5% 5.4
Soil Suitability Very-Somewhat Limited 2 6% 1.2 2 5% 1.1
Environmental Total (Out of 100) 100% 91 100% 88

Regulatory 
Flood Zones

25-Year Floodplain No 10 20% 20.0 10 20% 20.0
100-Year Floodplain No 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
500-Year Floodplain No 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0

Zoning Designation P-NP 8 5% 4.0 8 5% 4.0
Sub-Chapter E (Distance from Road in ft.) 584 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Erosion Hazard Review Buffer No 10 9% 9.0 10 10% 10.0
Resource Buffers No 10 20% 20.0 10 20% 20.0
Watershed Regulation Areas Suburban 8 10% 8.0 8 10% 8.0
Water Quality Zones No 10 3% 3.0 10 5% 5.0
Endangered Species No 10 3% 3.0 10 5% 5.0
Bathhouse Yes 10 5% 5.0 10 2% 2.5
Restrooms (Distance from Pool in ft.) At pool 10 5% 5.0 10 2% 2.5
Regulatory Total (Out of 100) 100% 92 100% 92

Operations
Maintenance Staff/Equipment Ease of Access Fair 5 20% 10.0 5 10% 5.0
Simplicity of Equipment Poor 2 20% 4.0 2 10% 2.0
Equipment Condition/Replacement Cost Poor 2 30% 6.0 2 15% 3.0
Lawn/Landscaped Area Fair 5 20% 10.0 5 10% 5.0
Employee Safety Measures Fair 5 10% 5.0 5 10% 5.0
Operations Total (Out of 100) 100% 35 55% 20



A-27APPENDIX A - SITE SUITABILITY

Table A-14: Gillis

Ranking Importance 
Rating

Element 
Score Ranking Importance 

Rating
Element 

Score
Demographics
20-Minute Walk

Children 2,217 7 10% 7.0 7 3% 2.1
Seniors 1,019 10 5% 5.0 10 2% 2.0
Total Population 11,195 9 15% 13.5 9 5% 4.5
Median Household Income $52,113 7 5% 3.5 7 3% 2.1
Population Growth (5-Year) 1,226 10 5% 5.0 10 3% 3.0
Social Needs and Conditions Index 142 8 15% 12.0 8 10% 8.0

10-Minute Drive

Children 16,738 5 3% 1.5 5 10% 5.0
Seniors 7,334 5 2% 1.0 5 6% 3.0
Total Population 94,032 6 6% 3.6 6 15% 9.0
Median Household Income $46,300 6 3% 1.8 6 5% 3.0
Population Growth (5-Year) 10,492 5 3% 1.5 5 8% 4.0

Capacity (based on surface area) 143 1 8% 0.8 1 10% 1.0
Attendance (5-Year Avg.) 5,237 1 10% 1.0 1 10% 1.0
Attendance/Capacity Ratio 36.7 4 10% 4.0 4 10% 4.0
Demographics Total (Out of 100) 100% 61 100% 52

Site Conditions
Entrance/Drive No 0 10% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Parking Spaces (Count) 0 0 10% 0.0 0 14% 0.0
Site Area (Acres) 0.5 5 40% 20.0 0 50% 0.0
Grade Constraints Low-Moderate 0% 0.0 8 14% 11.2
Health, Safety, Welfare Issues 45% 5 20% 10.0 5 5% 2.5
Designated Historical Features (Count) 0 10 10% 10.0 10 6% 6.0
Historical Structure (Pool House or Pool) 1954 4 10% 4.0 4 6% 2.4
Site Total (Out of 100) 100% 44 100% 22

Location
Heavily Trafficked Roadways (Traffic Counts) 25,490 4 5% 2.0 4 5% 2.0
Distance from Road 118 2 5% 1.0 2 5% 1.0
Railroads None 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Flight Zones (Noise Level - Decibels) None 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Competing Elements (Count)

Other PARD Aquatic Facilities (20 Min. Walk) 1 5 20% 10.0 5 8% 4.0
Service Area Overlap (20 Min. Walk) 37% 6 20% 12.0 6 8% 4.8
Private Aquatic Facilities (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 7% 7.0 10 3% 3.0
Programs By HOA/Private Orgs. (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 3% 3.0 10 2% 2.0

Symbiotic Elements (Count) 

Schools/Daycare Providers (5 Minute Walk) 3 8 10% 8.0 8 19% 15.2
Recreation Centers (5 Minute Walk) 0 0 10% 0.0 0 20% 0.0
Other Park Amenities (5 Minute Walk) 5 2 10% 2.0 2 20% 4.0

Location Total (Out of 100) 100% 55 100% 46

Accessibility
Adjacent Roadway Class Minor Arterial 10 5% 5.0 8 5% 4.0
Transit Access At pool 10 15% 15.0 10 15% 15.0
Pedestrian Connectivity

Walkways/Trails Some 5 15% 7.5 5 15% 7.5
Crosswalks None 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Traffic Controls None 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Overall Fair 3 15% 4.5 3 15% 4.5

Bicycle Connectivity 

Gillis Condition
Neighborhood Potential Community/Regional Potential
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Ranking Importance 
Rating

Element 
Score Ranking Importance 

Rating
Element 

Score

Gillis Condition
Neighborhood Potential Community/Regional Potential

Lanes None 0 10% 0.0 0 10% 0.0
Trails (Count) None 0 15% 0.0 0 15% 0.0
Overall Fair 3 15% 4.5 3 15% 4.5

Accessibility Total (Out of 100) 100% 37 100% 36

Infrastructure
Electric Service Provider Austin Energy 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
Electric Service (Phases) 2 5 5% 2.5 5 10% 5.0
Water (Dist. to 4" Line in ft.) 0 10 10% 10.0 10 20% 20.0
Reclaimed Water (Dist. in ft.) None 0 10% 0.0 0 15% 0.0
Wastewater (Dist. to 8" Sewer Line in ft.) 110' 5 5% 2.5 5 15% 7.5
Pool Condition Poor 2 25% 5.0 2 10% 2.0
Bathhouse Condition Nonexistent 0 20% 0.0 0 10% 0.0
Storage Conditions Poor 2 10% 2.0 2 5% 1.0
COATN Service Area (Wi-Fi) No 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Infrastructure Total (Out of 100) 100% 32 100% 46

Environmental
Trees (Number)

2" to 19" in Diameter 29 7 3% 2.1 7 5% 3.5
19" to 24" in Diameter 10 5 3% 1.5 5 5% 2.5
Over 24" in Diameter (Including Heritage) 22 0 11% 0.0 0 15% 0.0

Grow Zones Within 250 10 13% 13.0 0 10% 0.0
Aquifer Recharge No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Pollinator Habitat No 10 6% 6.0 10 5% 5.4
Wetlands No 10 13% 13.0 10 10% 10.0
Rock Outcrop No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Springs No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Environmental Sensitivity Medium Sensitivity 5 6% 3.0 5 5% 2.7
Soil Suitability Very Limited 0 6% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Environmental Total (Out of 100) 100% 78 100% 63

Regulatory 
Flood Zones

25-Year Floodplain Within 250 10 20% 20.0 0 20% 0.0
100-Year Floodplain Within 250 10 10% 10.0 0 10% 0.0
500-Year Floodplain Yes 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0

Zoning Designation P-NP 8 5% 4.0 8 5% 4.0
Sub-Chapter E (Distance from Road in ft.) 118 9 5% 4.5 9 5% 4.5
Erosion Hazard Review Buffer Yes 0 9% 0.0 0 10% 0.0
Resource Buffers No 10 20% 20.0 10 20% 20.0
Watershed Regulation Areas Urban 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
Water Quality Zones 250 Critical 10 3% 3.0 0 5% 0.0
Endangered Species No 10 3% 3.0 10 5% 5.0
Bathhouse No 10 5% 5.0 10 2% 2.5
Restrooms (Distance from Pool in ft.) 110 2 5% 1.0 2 2% 0.5
Regulatory Total (Out of 100) 100% 81 100% 46

Operations
Maintenance Staff/Equipment Ease of Access Poor 2 20% 4.0 2 10% 2.0
Simplicity of Equipment Poor 2 20% 4.0 2 10% 2.0
Equipment Condition/Replacement Cost Poor 2 30% 6.0 2 15% 3.0
Lawn/Landscaped Area Good 7 20% 14.0 7 10% 7.0
Employee Safety Measures Poor 2 10% 2.0 2 10% 2.0
Operations Total (Out of 100) 100% 30 55% 16
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Table A-15: Givens

Ranking Importance 
Rating

Element 
Score Ranking Importance 

Rating
Element 

Score
Demographics
20-Minute Walk

Children 1,713 5 10% 5.0 5 3% 1.5
Seniors 957 9 5% 4.5 9 2% 1.8
Total Population 7,199 5 15% 7.5 5 5% 2.5
Median Household Income $37,253 9 5% 4.5 9 3% 2.7
Population Growth (5-Year) 830 8 5% 4.0 8 3% 2.4
Social Needs and Conditions Index 148 8 15% 12.0 8 10% 8.0

10-Minute Drive

Children 22,194 7 3% 2.1 7 10% 7.0
Seniors 9,165 7 2% 1.4 7 6% 4.2
Total Population 110,419 7 6% 4.2 7 15% 10.5
Median Household Income $28,253 10 3% 3.0 10 5% 5.0
Population Growth (5-Year) 10,969 6 3% 1.8 6 8% 4.8

Capacity (based on surface area) 690 8 8% 6.4 8 10% 8.0
Attendance (5-Year Avg.) 17,034 3 10% 3.0 3 10% 3.0
Attendance/Capacity Ratio 24.7 2 10% 2.0 2 10% 2.0
Demographics Total (Out of 100) 100% 61 100% 63

Site Conditions
Entrance/Drive Yes 10 10% 10.0 10 5% 5.0
Parking Spaces (Count) 140 10 10% 10.0 9 14% 12.6
Site Area (Acres) 4.7 10 40% 40.0 8 50% 40.0
Grade Constraints Moderate-Severe 0% 0.0 2 14% 2.8
Health, Safety, Welfare Issues 33% 3 20% 6.0 3 5% 1.5
Designated Historical Features (Count) 0 10 10% 10.0 10 6% 6.0
Historical Structure (Pool House or Pool) 1958 4 10% 4.0 4 6% 2.4
Site Total (Out of 100) 100% 80 100% 70

Location
Heavily Trafficked Roadways (Traffic Counts) 5,570 9 5% 4.5 9 5% 4.5
Distance from Road 154 3 5% 1.5 3 5% 1.5
Railroads None 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Flight Zones (Noise Level - Decibels) None 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Competing Elements (Count)

Other PARD Aquatic Facilities (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 20% 20.0 10 8% 8.0
Service Area Overlap (20 Min. Walk) 16% 8 20% 16.0 8 8% 6.4
Private Aquatic Facilities (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 7% 7.0 10 3% 3.0
Programs By HOA/Private Orgs. (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 3% 3.0 10 2% 2.0

Symbiotic Elements (Count) 

Schools/Daycare Providers (5 Minute Walk) 0 0 10% 0.0 0 19% 0.0
Recreation Centers (5 Minute Walk) 1 5 10% 5.0 5 20% 10.0
Other Park Amenities (5 Minute Walk) 13 6 10% 6.0 6 20% 12.0

Location Total (Out of 100) 100% 73 100% 57

Accessibility
Adjacent Roadway Class Minor Arterial 10 5% 5.0 8 5% 4.0
Transit Access At pool 10 15% 15.0 10 15% 15.0
Pedestrian Connectivity

Walkways/Trails None 0 15% 0.0 0 15% 0.0
Crosswalks None 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Traffic Controls None 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Overall Poor 0 15% 0.0 0 15% 0.0

Bicycle Connectivity 

Givens Condition
Neighborhood Potential Community/Regional Potential
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Ranking Importance 
Rating

Element 
Score Ranking Importance 

Rating
Element 

Score

Givens Condition
Neighborhood Potential Community/Regional Potential

Lanes All 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
Trails (Count) None 0 15% 0.0 0 15% 0.0
Overall Excellent 10 15% 15.0 10 15% 15.0

Accessibility Total (Out of 100) 100% 45 100% 44

Infrastructure
Electric Service Provider Austin Energy 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
Electric Service (Phases) 3 10 5% 5.0 10 10% 10.0
Water (Dist. to 4" Line in ft.) 0 10 10% 10.0 10 20% 20.0
Reclaimed Water (Dist. in ft.) None 0 10% 0.0 0 15% 0.0
Wastewater (Dist. to 8" Sewer Line in ft.) 150' 5 5% 2.5 5 15% 7.5
Pool Condition Fair 2 25% 5.0 2 10% 2.0
Bathhouse Condition Good 5 20% 10.0 5 10% 5.0
Storage Conditions Fair 2 10% 2.0 2 5% 1.0
COATN Service Area (Wi-Fi) Potential 8 5% 4.0 8 5% 4.0
Infrastructure Total (Out of 100) 100% 49 100% 60

Environmental
Trees (Number)

2" to 19" in Diameter 30 7 3% 2.1 7 5% 3.5
19" to 24" in Diameter 4 8 3% 2.4 8 5% 4.0
Over 24" in Diameter (Including Heritage) 4 8 11% 8.8 8 15% 12.0

Grow Zones No 10 13% 13.0 10 10% 10.0
Aquifer Recharge No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Pollinator Habitat No 10 6% 6.0 10 5% 5.4
Wetlands No 10 13% 13.0 10 10% 10.0
Rock Outcrop No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Springs No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Environmental Sensitivity Low Sensitivity 10 6% 6.0 10 5% 5.4
Soil Suitability Somewhat Limited 5 6% 3.0 5 5% 2.7
Environmental Total (Out of 100) 100% 93 100% 92

Regulatory 
Flood Zones

25-Year Floodplain Within 250 10 20% 20.0 0 20% 0.0
100-Year Floodplain Within 250 10 10% 10.0 0 10% 0.0
500-Year Floodplain Within 250 10 5% 5.0 0 5% 0.0

Zoning Designation P-NP 8 5% 4.0 8 5% 4.0
Sub-Chapter E (Distance from Road in ft.) 154 8 5% 4.0 8 5% 4.0
Erosion Hazard Review Buffer Within 250 10 9% 9.0 0 10% 0.0
Resource Buffers No 10 20% 20.0 10 20% 20.0
Watershed Regulation Areas Urban 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
Water Quality Zones 250 Critical 10 3% 3.0 0 5% 0.0
Endangered Species No 10 3% 3.0 10 5% 5.0
Bathhouse Yes 10 5% 5.0 10 2% 2.5
Restrooms (Distance from Pool in ft.) At pool 10 5% 5.0 10 2% 2.5
Regulatory Total (Out of 100) 100% 98 100% 48

Operations
Maintenance Staff/Equipment Ease of Access Fair 2 20% 4.0 2 10% 2.0
Simplicity of Equipment Fair 2 20% 4.0 2 10% 2.0
Equipment Condition/Replacement Cost Fair 2 30% 6.0 2 15% 3.0
Lawn/Landscaped Area Good 5 20% 10.0 5 10% 5.0
Employee Safety Measures Fair 2 10% 2.0 2 10% 2.0
Operations Total (Out of 100) 100% 26 55% 14
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Table A-16: Govalle

Ranking Importance 
Rating

Element 
Score Ranking Importance 

Rating
Element 

Score
Demographics
20-Minute Walk

Children 1,552 4 10% 4.0 4 3% 1.2
Seniors 629 5 5% 2.5 5 2% 1.0
Total Population 5,426 3 15% 4.5 3 5% 1.5
Median Household Income $36,615 9 5% 4.5 9 3% 2.7
Population Growth (5-Year) 682 7 5% 3.5 7 3% 2.1
Social Needs and Conditions Index 157 9 15% 13.5 9 10% 9.0

10-Minute Drive

Children 22,021 7 3% 2.1 7 10% 7.0
Seniors 7,761 6 2% 1.2 6 6% 3.6
Total Population 97,008 6 6% 3.6 6 15% 9.0
Median Household Income $25,053 10 3% 3.0 10 5% 5.0
Population Growth (5-Year) 11,393 6 3% 1.8 6 8% 4.8

Capacity (based on surface area) 160 1 8% 0.8 1 10% 1.0
Attendance (5-Year Avg.) 6,646 1 10% 1.0 1 10% 1.0
Attendance/Capacity Ratio 41.5 4 10% 4.0 4 10% 4.0
Demographics Total (Out of 100) 100% 50 100% 53

Site Conditions
Entrance/Drive No 0 10% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Parking Spaces (Count) 2 1 10% 1.0 0 14% 0.0
Site Area (Acres) 1.5 10 40% 40.0 0 50% 0.0
Grade Constraints Low-Moderate 0% 0.0 8 14% 11.2
Health, Safety, Welfare Issues 58% 6 20% 12.0 6 5% 3.0
Designated Historical Features (Count) 0 10 10% 10.0 10 6% 6.0
Historical Structure (Pool House or Pool) 1954 4 10% 4.0 4 6% 2.4
Site Total (Out of 100) 100% 67 100% 23

Location
Heavily Trafficked Roadways (Traffic Counts) 5,300 9 5% 4.5 9 5% 4.5
Distance from Road 324 6 5% 3.0 6 5% 3.0
Railroads None 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Flight Zones (Noise Level - Decibels) None 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Competing Elements (Count)

Other PARD Aquatic Facilities (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 20% 20.0 10 8% 8.0
Service Area Overlap (20 Min. Walk) 17% 5 20% 10.0 5 8% 4.0
Private Aquatic Facilities (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 7% 7.0 10 3% 3.0
Programs By HOA/Private Orgs. (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 3% 3.0 10 2% 2.0

Symbiotic Elements (Count) 

Schools/Daycare Providers (5 Minute Walk) 0 0 10% 0.0 0 19% 0.0
Recreation Centers (5 Minute Walk) 0 0 10% 0.0 0 20% 0.0
Other Park Amenities (5 Minute Walk) 8 4 10% 4.0 4 20% 8.0

Location Total (Out of 100) 100% 62 100% 43

Accessibility
Adjacent Roadway Class Major Arterial 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Transit Access Yes 10 15% 15.0 10 15% 15.0
Pedestrian Connectivity

Walkways/Trails Some 5 15% 7.5 5 15% 7.5
Crosswalks None 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Traffic Controls None 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Overall Fair 3 15% 4.5 3 15% 4.5

Bicycle Connectivity 

Govalle Condition
Neighborhood Potential Community/Regional Potential
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Ranking Importance 
Rating

Element 
Score Ranking Importance 

Rating
Element 

Score

Govalle Condition
Neighborhood Potential Community/Regional Potential

Lanes None 0 10% 0.0 0 10% 0.0
Trails (Count) 1 5 15% 7.5 5 15% 7.5
Overall Good 7 15% 10.5 7 15% 10.5

Accessibility Total (Out of 100) 100% 50 100% 50

Infrastructure
Electric Service Provider Austin Energy 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
Electric Service (Phases) 2 5 5% 2.5 5 10% 5.0
Water (Dist. to 4" Line in ft.) 0 10 10% 10.0 10 20% 20.0
Reclaimed Water (Dist. in ft.) 285' 8 10% 8.0 8 15% 12.0
Wastewater (Dist. to 8" Sewer Line in ft.) 180' to 24" 5 5% 2.5 5 15% 7.5
Pool Condition Nonexistent 0 25% 0.0 0 10% 0.0
Bathhouse Condition Nonexistent 0 20% 0.0 0 10% 0.0
Storage Conditions Poor 2 10% 2.0 2 5% 1.0
COATN Service Area (Wi-Fi) Yes 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Infrastructure Total (Out of 100) 100% 40 100% 61

Environmental
Trees (Number)

2" to 19" in Diameter 59 4 3% 1.2 4 5% 2.0
19" to 24" in Diameter 17 2 3% 0.6 2 5% 1.0
Over 24" in Diameter (Including Heritage) 24 0 11% 0.0 0 15% 0.0

Grow Zones No 10 13% 13.0 10 10% 10.0
Aquifer Recharge No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Pollinator Habitat No 10 6% 6.0 10 5% 5.4
Wetlands No 10 13% 13.0 10 10% 10.0
Rock Outcrop No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Springs No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Environmental Sensitivity Low Sensitivity 10 6% 6.0 10 5% 5.4
Soil Suitability Very Limited 0 6% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Environmental Total (Out of 100) 100% 79 100% 73

Regulatory 
Flood Zones

25-Year Floodplain Within 250 10 20% 20.0 0 20% 0.0
100-Year Floodplain Within 250 10 10% 10.0 0 10% 0.0
500-Year Floodplain Within 250 10 5% 5.0 0 5% 0.0

Zoning Designation P-NP 8 5% 4.0 8 5% 4.0
Sub-Chapter E (Distance from Road in ft.) 324 4 5% 2.0 4 5% 2.0
Erosion Hazard Review Buffer Within 250 10 9% 9.0 0 10% 0.0
Resource Buffers No 10 20% 20.0 10 20% 20.0
Watershed Regulation Areas Urban 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
Water Quality Zones 250 Critical 10 3% 3.0 0 5% 0.0
Endangered Species No 10 3% 3.0 10 5% 5.0
Bathhouse No 10 5% 5.0 10 2% 2.5
Restrooms (Distance from Pool in ft.) 130 8 5% 4.0 8 2% 2.0
Regulatory Total (Out of 100) 100% 95 100% 45

Operations
Maintenance Staff/Equipment Ease of Access Good 7 20% 14.0 7 10% 7.0
Simplicity of Equipment Good 7 20% 14.0 7 10% 7.0
Equipment Condition/Replacement Cost Poor 2 30% 6.0 2 15% 3.0
Lawn/Landscaped Area Fair 5 20% 10.0 5 10% 5.0
Employee Safety Measures Good 7 10% 7.0 7 10% 7.0
Operations Total (Out of 100) 100% 51 55% 29
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Table A-17: Kennemer

Ranking Importance 
Rating

Element 
Score Ranking Importance 

Rating
Element 

Score
Demographics
20-Minute Walk

Children 5,012 10 10% 10.0 10 3% 3.0
Seniors 873 8 5% 4.0 8 2% 1.6
Total Population 16,168 10 15% 15.0 10 5% 5.0
Median Household Income $31,233 9 5% 4.5 9 3% 2.7
Population Growth (5-Year) 454 5 5% 2.5 5 3% 1.5
Social Needs and Conditions Index 186 10 15% 15.0 10 10% 10.0

10-Minute Drive

Children 36,024 10 3% 3.0 10 10% 10.0
Seniors 12,661 10 2% 2.0 10 6% 6.0
Total Population 150,730 10 6% 6.0 10 15% 15.0
Median Household Income $41,349 7 3% 2.1 7 5% 3.5
Population Growth (5-Year) 11,466 6 3% 1.8 6 8% 4.8

Capacity (based on surface area) 257 2 8% 1.6 2 10% 2.0
Attendance (5-Year Avg.) 6,948 1 10% 1.0 1 10% 1.0
Attendance/Capacity Ratio 27.1 3 10% 3.0 3 10% 3.0
Demographics Total (Out of 100) 100% 72 100% 69

Site Conditions
Entrance/Drive Yes 0 10% 0.0 10 5% 5.0
Parking Spaces (Count) 32 10 10% 10.0 1 14% 1.4
Site Area (Acres) 0.7 8 40% 32.0 0 50% 0.0
Grade Constraints Low 0% 0.0 10 14% 14.0
Health, Safety, Welfare Issues 70% 7 20% 14.0 7 5% 3.5
Designated Historical Features (Count) 0 10 10% 10.0 10 6% 6.0
Historical Structure (Pool House or Pool) No 10 10% 10.0 10 6% 6.0
Site Total (Out of 100) 100% 76 100% 36

Location
Heavily Trafficked Roadways (Traffic Counts) 10,280 7 5% 3.5 7 5% 3.5
Distance from Road 52 1 5% 0.5 1 5% 0.5
Railroads None 1 5% 0.5 1 5% 0.5
Flight Zones (Noise Level - Decibels) None 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Competing Elements (Count)

Other PARD Aquatic Facilities (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 20% 20.0 10 8% 8.0
Service Area Overlap (20 Min. Walk) 0% 10 20% 20.0 10 8% 8.0
Private Aquatic Facilities (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 7% 7.0 10 3% 3.0
Programs By HOA/Private Orgs. (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 3% 3.0 10 2% 2.0

Symbiotic Elements (Count) 

Schools/Daycare Providers (5 Minute Walk) 1 2 10% 2.0 2 19% 3.8
Recreation Centers (5 Minute Walk) 0 0 10% 0.0 0 20% 0.0
Other Park Amenities (5 Minute Walk) 0 0 10% 0.0 0 20% 0.0

Location Total (Out of 100) 100% 62 100% 34

Accessibility
Adjacent Roadway Class Minor Arterial 10 5% 5.0 8 5% 4.0
Transit Access 10 minute 3 15% 4.5 3 15% 4.5
Pedestrian Connectivity

Walkways/Trails Some 5 15% 7.5 5 15% 7.5
Crosswalks Some 5 5% 2.5 5 5% 2.5
Traffic Controls None 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Overall Fair 3 15% 4.5 3 15% 4.5

Bicycle Connectivity 

Kennemer Condition
Neighborhood Potential Community/Regional Potential



A-34 AUSTIN AQUATIC MASTER PLAN

Ranking Importance 
Rating

Element 
Score Ranking Importance 

Rating
Element 

Score

Kennemer Condition
Neighborhood Potential Community/Regional Potential

Lanes Some 5 10% 5.0 5 10% 5.0
Trails (Count) None 0 15% 0.0 0 15% 0.0
Overall Good 7 15% 10.5 7 15% 10.5

Accessibility Total (Out of 100) 100% 40 100% 39

Infrastructure
Electric Service Provider Austin Energy 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
Electric Service (Phases) 3 10 5% 5.0 10 10% 10.0
Water (Dist. to 4" Line in ft.) 0 10 10% 10.0 10 20% 20.0
Reclaimed Water (Dist. in ft.) None 0 10% 0.0 0 15% 0.0
Wastewater (Dist. to 8" Sewer Line in ft.) 550' 2 5% 1.0 2 15% 3.0
Pool Condition Fair 5 25% 12.5 5 10% 5.0
Bathhouse Condition Fair 5 20% 10.0 5 10% 5.0
Storage Conditions Good 7 10% 7.0 7 5% 3.5
COATN Service Area (Wi-Fi) No 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Infrastructure Total (Out of 100) 100% 56 100% 57

Environmental
Trees (Number)

2" to 19" in Diameter 25 7 3% 2.1 7 5% 3.5
19" to 24" in Diameter 3 8 3% 2.4 8 5% 4.0
Over 24" in Diameter (Including Heritage) 0 10 11% 11.0 10 15% 15.0

Grow Zones No 10 13% 13.0 10 10% 10.0
Aquifer Recharge No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Pollinator Habitat No 10 6% 6.0 10 5% 5.4
Wetlands No 10 13% 13.0 10 10% 10.0
Rock Outcrop No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Springs No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Environmental Sensitivity Medium Sensitivity 5 6% 3.0 5 5% 2.7
Soil Suitability Somewhat Limited 5 6% 3.0 5 5% 2.7
Environmental Total (Out of 100) 100% 93 100% 92

Regulatory 
Flood Zones

25-Year Floodplain No 10 20% 20.0 10 20% 20.0
100-Year Floodplain No 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
500-Year Floodplain No 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0

Zoning Designation SF-3-NP 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Sub-Chapter E (Distance from Road in ft.) 52 9 5% 4.5 9 5% 4.5
Erosion Hazard Review Buffer No 10 9% 9.0 10 10% 10.0
Resource Buffers No 10 20% 20.0 10 20% 20.0
Watershed Regulation Areas Urban 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
Water Quality Zones No 10 3% 3.0 10 5% 5.0
Endangered Species No 10 3% 3.0 10 5% 5.0
Bathhouse Yes 10 5% 5.0 10 2% 2.5
Restrooms (Distance from Pool in ft.) At pool 10 5% 5.0 10 2% 2.5
Regulatory Total (Out of 100) 100% 95 100% 94

Operations
Maintenance Staff/Equipment Ease of Access Good 7 20% 14.0 7 10% 7.0
Simplicity of Equipment Good 7 20% 14.0 7 10% 7.0
Equipment Condition/Replacement Cost Fair 5 30% 15.0 5 15% 7.5
Lawn/Landscaped Area Fair 5 20% 10.0 5 10% 5.0
Employee Safety Measures Good 7 10% 7.0 7 10% 7.0
Operations Total (Out of 100) 100% 60 55% 34
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Table A-18: Little Stacy

Ranking Importance 
Rating

Element 
Score Ranking Importance 

Rating
Element 

Score
Demographics
20-Minute Walk

Children 1,172 3 10% 3.0 3 3% 0.9
Seniors 661 5 5% 2.5 5 2% 1.0
Total Population 7,512 6 15% 9.0 6 5% 3.0
Median Household Income $63,812 5 5% 2.5 5 3% 1.5
Population Growth (5-Year) 528 5 5% 2.5 5 3% 1.5
Social Needs and Conditions Index 89 4 15% 6.0 4 10% 4.0

10-Minute Drive

Children 13,195 3 3% 0.9 3 10% 3.0
Seniors 4,687 3 2% 0.6 3 6% 1.8
Total Population 72,106 5 6% 3.0 5 15% 7.5
Median Household Income $40,858 3 3% 0.9 3 5% 1.5
Population Growth (5-Year) 8,553 4 3% 1.2 4 8% 3.2

Capacity (based on surface area) 100 0 8% 0.0 0 10% 0.0
Attendance (5-Year Avg.) 6,420 1 10% 1.0 1 10% 1.0
Attendance/Capacity Ratio 64.2 6 10% 6.0 6 10% 6.0
Demographics Total (Out of 100) 100% 39 100% 36

Site Conditions
Entrance/Drive No 0 10% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Parking Spaces (Count) 0 0 10% 0.0 0 14% 0.0
Site Area (Acres) 0.2 0 40% 0.0 0 50% 0.0
Grade Constraints Low 0% 0.0 10 14% 14.0
Health, Safety, Welfare Issues 45% 5 20% 10.0 5 5% 2.5
Designated Historical Features (Count) 0 10 10% 10.0 10 6% 6.0
Historical Structure (Pool House or Pool) 1936 1 10% 1.0 1 6% 0.6
Site Total (Out of 100) 100% 21 100% 23

Location
Heavily Trafficked Roadways (Traffic Counts) 190 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Distance from Road 240 5 5% 2.5 5 5% 2.5
Railroads None 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Flight Zones (Noise Level - Decibels) None 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Competing Elements (Count)

Other PARD Aquatic Facilities (20 Min. Walk) 1 5 20% 10.0 5 8% 4.0
Service Area Overlap (20 Min. Walk) 83% 2 20% 4.0 2 8% 1.6
Private Aquatic Facilities (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 7% 7.0 10 3% 3.0
Programs By HOA/Private Orgs. (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 3% 3.0 10 2% 2.0

Symbiotic Elements (Count) 

Schools/Daycare Providers (5 Minute Walk) 0 0 10% 0.0 0 19% 0.0
Recreation Centers (5 Minute Walk) 0 0 10% 0.0 0 20% 0.0
Other Park Amenities (5 Minute Walk) 16 8 10% 8.0 8 20% 16.0

Location Total (Out of 100) 100% 50 100% 44

Accessibility
Adjacent Roadway Class Park Road 2 5% 1.0 0 5% 0.0
Transit Access 10 minute 3 15% 4.5 3 15% 4.5
Pedestrian Connectivity

Walkways/Trails Some 5 15% 7.5 5 15% 7.5
Crosswalks None 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Traffic Controls None 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Overall Fair 3 15% 4.5 3 15% 4.5

Bicycle Connectivity 

Little Stacy Condition
Neighborhood Potential Community/Regional Potential
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Ranking Importance 
Rating

Element 
Score Ranking Importance 

Rating
Element 

Score

Little Stacy Condition
Neighborhood Potential Community/Regional Potential

Lanes None 0 10% 0.0 0 10% 0.0
Trails (Count) None 0 15% 0.0 0 15% 0.0
Overall Good 7 15% 10.5 7 15% 10.5

Accessibility Total (Out of 100) 100% 28 100% 27

Infrastructure
Electric Service Provider Austin Energy 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
Electric Service (Phases) 1 0 5% 0.0 0 10% 0.0
Water (Dist. to 4" Line in ft.) 0 10 10% 10.0 10 20% 20.0
Reclaimed Water (Dist. in ft.) None 0 10% 0.0 0 15% 0.0
Wastewater (Dist. to 8" Sewer Line in ft.) 30' 8 5% 4.0 8 15% 12.0
Pool Condition Good 7 25% 17.5 7 10% 7.0
Bathhouse Condition Nonexistent 0 20% 0.0 0 10% 0.0
Storage Conditions Poor 2 10% 2.0 2 5% 1.0
COATN Service Area (Wi-Fi) No 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Infrastructure Total (Out of 100) 100% 44 100% 50

Environmental
Trees (Number)

2" to 19" in Diameter 99 1 3% 0.3 1 5% 0.5
19" to 24" in Diameter 25 0 3% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Over 24" in Diameter (Including Heritage) 23 0 11% 0.0 0 15% 0.0

Grow Zones Within 250 10 13% 13.0 0 10% 0.0
Aquifer Recharge No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Pollinator Habitat No 10 6% 6.0 10 5% 5.4
Wetlands No 10 13% 13.0 10 10% 10.0
Rock Outcrop No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Springs No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Environmental Sensitivity Medium Sensitivity 5 6% 3.0 5 5% 2.7
Soil Suitability Very-Somewhat Limited 2 6% 1.2 2 5% 1.1
Environmental Total (Out of 100) 100% 76 100% 59

Regulatory 
Flood Zones

25-Year Floodplain Within 250 10 20% 20.0 0 20% 0.0
100-Year Floodplain Within 250 10 10% 10.0 0 10% 0.0
500-Year Floodplain Within 250 10 5% 5.0 0 5% 0.0

Zoning Designation P-NP 8 5% 4.0 8 5% 4.0
Sub-Chapter E (Distance from Road in ft.) 240 6 5% 3.0 6 5% 3.0
Erosion Hazard Review Buffer Within 250 10 9% 9.0 0 10% 0.0
Resource Buffers No 10 20% 20.0 10 20% 20.0
Watershed Regulation Areas Urban 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
Water Quality Zones 250 Critical 10 3% 3.0 0 5% 0.0
Endangered Species No 10 3% 3.0 10 5% 5.0
Bathhouse No 10 5% 5.0 10 2% 2.5
Restrooms (Distance from Pool in ft.) 180 0 5% 0.0 0 2% 0.0
Regulatory Total (Out of 100) 100% 92 100% 44

Operations
Maintenance Staff/Equipment Ease of Access Fair 5 20% 10.0 5 10% 5.0
Simplicity of Equipment Good 7 20% 14.0 7 10% 7.0
Equipment Condition/Replacement Cost Fair 5 30% 15.0 5 15% 7.5
Lawn/Landscaped Area Poor 2 20% 4.0 2 10% 2.0
Employee Safety Measures Good 7 10% 7.0 7 10% 7.0
Operations Total (Out of 100) 100% 50 55% 29
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Table A-19: Mabel Davis

Ranking Importance 
Rating

Element 
Score Ranking Importance 

Rating
Element 

Score
Demographics
20-Minute Walk

Children 1,038 2 10% 2.0 2 3% 0.6
Seniors 257 0 5% 0.0 0 2% 0.0
Total Population 4,944 3 15% 4.5 3 5% 1.5
Median Household Income $33,137 9 5% 4.5 9 3% 2.7
Population Growth (5-Year) 584 6 5% 3.0 6 3% 1.8
Social Needs and Conditions Index 182 10 15% 15.0 10 10% 10.0

10-Minute Drive

Children 36,330 10 3% 3.0 10 10% 10.0
Seniors 11,404 9 2% 1.8 9 6% 5.4
Total Population 162,915 10 6% 6.0 10 15% 15.0
Median Household Income $39,955 8 3% 2.4 8 5% 4.0
Population Growth (5-Year) 16,725 10 3% 3.0 10 8% 8.0

Capacity (based on surface area) 604 7 8% 5.6 7 10% 7.0
Attendance (5-Year Avg.) 13,521 3 10% 3.0 3 10% 3.0
Attendance/Capacity Ratio 22.4 2 10% 2.0 2 10% 2.0
Demographics Total (Out of 100) 100% 56 100% 71

Site Conditions
Entrance/Drive Yes 10 10% 10.0 10 5% 5.0
Parking Spaces (Count) 91 10 10% 10.0 5 14% 7.0
Site Area (Acres) 6.5 10 40% 40.0 10 50% 50.0
Grade Constraints Moderate-Severe 0% 0.0 2 14% 2.8
Health, Safety, Welfare Issues 55% 6 20% 12.0 6 5% 3.0
Designated Historical Features (Count) 1 8 10% 8.0 8 6% 4.8
Historical Structure (Pool House or Pool) No 10 10% 10.0 10 6% 6.0
Site Total (Out of 100) 100% 90 100% 79

Location
Heavily Trafficked Roadways (Traffic Counts) 7,230 8 5% 4.0 8 5% 4.0
Distance from Road 279 6 5% 3.0 6 5% 3.0
Railroads None 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Flight Zones (Noise Level - Decibels) None 1 5% 0.5 1 5% 0.5
Competing Elements (Count)

Other PARD Aquatic Facilities (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 20% 20.0 10 8% 8.0
Service Area Overlap (20 Min. Walk) 8% 9 20% 18.0 9 8% 7.2
Private Aquatic Facilities (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 7% 7.0 10 3% 3.0
Programs By HOA/Private Orgs. (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 3% 3.0 10 2% 2.0

Symbiotic Elements (Count) 

Schools/Daycare Providers (5 Minute Walk) 0 0 10% 0.0 0 19% 0.0
Recreation Centers (5 Minute Walk) 0 0 10% 0.0 0 20% 0.0
Other Park Amenities (5 Minute Walk) 6 3 10% 3.0 3 20% 6.0

Location Total (Out of 100) 100% 64 100% 39

Accessibility
Adjacent Roadway Class Collector 10 5% 5.0 5 5% 2.5
Transit Access At pool 10 15% 15.0 10 15% 15.0
Pedestrian Connectivity

Walkways/Trails Some 5 15% 7.5 5 15% 7.5
Crosswalks None 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Traffic Controls None 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Overall Fair 3 15% 4.5 3 15% 4.5

Bicycle Connectivity 

Mabel Davis Condition
Neighborhood Potential Community/Regional Potential
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Ranking Importance 
Rating

Element 
Score Ranking Importance 

Rating
Element 

Score

Mabel Davis Condition
Neighborhood Potential Community/Regional Potential

Lanes Some 5 10% 5.0 5 10% 5.0
Trails (Count) None 0 15% 0.0 0 15% 0.0
Overall Good 7 15% 10.5 7 15% 10.5

Accessibility Total (Out of 100) 100% 48 100% 45

Infrastructure
Electric Service Provider Austin Energy 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
Electric Service (Phases) 3 10 5% 5.0 10 10% 10.0
Water (Dist. to 4" Line in ft.) 0 10 10% 10.0 10 20% 20.0
Reclaimed Water (Dist. in ft.) None 0 10% 0.0 0 15% 0.0
Wastewater (Dist. to 8" Sewer Line in ft.) 280' 5 5% 2.5 5 15% 7.5
Pool Condition Poor 2 25% 5.0 2 10% 2.0
Bathhouse Condition Fair 5 20% 10.0 5 10% 5.0
Storage Conditions Fair 5 10% 5.0 5 5% 2.5
COATN Service Area (Wi-Fi) No 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Infrastructure Total (Out of 100) 100% 48 100% 57

Environmental
Trees (Number)

2" to 19" in Diameter 40 6 3% 1.8 6 5% 3.0
19" to 24" in Diameter 2 9 3% 2.7 9 5% 4.5
Over 24" in Diameter (Including Heritage) 1 9 11% 9.9 9 15% 13.5

Grow Zones No 10 13% 13.0 10 10% 10.0
Aquifer Recharge No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Pollinator Habitat No 10 6% 6.0 10 5% 5.4
Wetlands No 10 13% 13.0 10 10% 10.0
Rock Outcrop No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Springs No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Environmental Sensitivity Medium Sensitivity 5 6% 3.0 5 5% 2.7
Soil Suitability Very-Somewhat Limited 2 6% 1.2 2 5% 1.1
Environmental Total (Out of 100) 100% 90 100% 89

Regulatory 
Flood Zones

25-Year Floodplain No 10 20% 20.0 10 20% 20.0
100-Year Floodplain No 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
500-Year Floodplain No 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0

Zoning Designation P-NP 8 5% 4.0 8 5% 4.0
Sub-Chapter E (Distance from Road in ft.) 279 5 5% 2.5 5 5% 2.5
Erosion Hazard Review Buffer No 10 9% 9.0 10 10% 10.0
Resource Buffers No 10 20% 20.0 10 20% 20.0
Watershed Regulation Areas Suburban 8 10% 8.0 8 10% 8.0
Water Quality Zones No 10 3% 3.0 10 5% 5.0
Endangered Species No 10 3% 3.0 10 5% 5.0
Bathhouse Yes 10 5% 5.0 10 2% 2.5
Restrooms (Distance from Pool in ft.) At pool 10 5% 5.0 10 2% 2.5
Regulatory Total (Out of 100) 100% 95 100% 94

Operations
Maintenance Staff/Equipment Ease of Access Poor 2 20% 4.0 2 10% 2.0
Simplicity of Equipment poor 2 20% 4.0 2 10% 2.0
Equipment Condition/Replacement Cost poor 2 30% 6.0 2 15% 3.0
Lawn/Landscaped Area Fair 5 20% 10.0 5 10% 5.0
Employee Safety Measures Poor 2 10% 2.0 2 10% 2.0
Operations Total (Out of 100) 100% 26 55% 14
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Table A-20: Martin

Ranking Importance 
Rating

Element 
Score Ranking Importance 

Rating
Element 

Score
Demographics
20-Minute Walk

Children 1,013 2 10% 2.0 2 3% 0.6
Seniors 838 8 5% 4.0 8 2% 1.6
Total Population 6,029 4 15% 6.0 4 5% 2.0
Median Household Income $42,584 8 5% 4.0 8 3% 2.4
Population Growth (5-Year) 568 6 5% 3.0 6 3% 1.8
Social Needs and Conditions Index 141 8 15% 12.0 8 10% 8.0

10-Minute Drive

Children 15,716 4 3% 1.2 4 10% 4.0
Seniors 6,138 4 2% 0.8 4 6% 2.4
Total Population 92,993 6 6% 3.6 6 15% 9.0
Median Household Income $28,873 10 3% 3.0 10 5% 5.0
Population Growth (5-Year) 10,099 5 3% 1.5 5 8% 4.0

Capacity (based on surface area) 277 3 8% 2.4 3 10% 3.0
Attendance (5-Year Avg.) 13,491 3 10% 3.0 3 10% 3.0
Attendance/Capacity Ratio 48.6 5 10% 5.0 5 10% 5.0
Demographics Total (Out of 100) 100% 52 100% 52

Site Conditions
Entrance/Drive Yes 10 10% 10.0 10 5% 5.0
Parking Spaces (Count) 19 9 10% 9.0 0 14% 0.0
Site Area (Acres) 1.3 10 40% 40.0 0 50% 0.0
Grade Constraints Low 0% 0.0 10 14% 14.0
Health, Safety, Welfare Issues 53% 5 20% 10.0 5 5% 2.5
Designated Historical Features (Count) 1 8 10% 8.0 8 6% 4.8
Historical Structure (Pool House or Pool) 1977 8 10% 8.0 8 6% 4.8
Site Total (Out of 100) 100% 85 100% 31

Location
Heavily Trafficked Roadways (Traffic Counts) Unavailable 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Distance from Road 108 2 5% 1.0 2 5% 1.0
Railroads None 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Flight Zones (Noise Level - Decibels) None 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Competing Elements (Count)

Other PARD Aquatic Facilities (20 Min. Walk) 1 5 20% 10.0 5 8% 4.0
Service Area Overlap (20 Min. Walk) 74% 7 20% 14.0 7 8% 5.6
Private Aquatic Facilities (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 7% 7.0 10 3% 3.0
Programs By HOA/Private Orgs. (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 3% 3.0 10 2% 2.0

Symbiotic Elements (Count) 

Schools/Daycare Providers (5 Minute Walk) 1 2 10% 2.0 2 19% 3.8
Recreation Centers (5 Minute Walk) 1 5 10% 5.0 5 20% 10.0
Other Park Amenities (5 Minute Walk) 46 10 10% 10.0 10 20% 20.0

Location Total (Out of 100) 100% 67 100% 64

Accessibility
Adjacent Roadway Class Park Road 2 5% 1.0 2 5% 1.0
Transit Access 10 minute 3 15% 4.5 3 15% 4.5
Pedestrian Connectivity

Walkways/Trails Some 5 15% 7.5 5 15% 7.5
Crosswalks None 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Traffic Controls None 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Overall Good 7 15% 10.5 7 15% 10.5

Bicycle Connectivity 

Martin Condition
Neighborhood Potential Community/Regional Potential
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Ranking Importance 
Rating

Element 
Score Ranking Importance 

Rating
Element 

Score

Martin Condition
Neighborhood Potential Community/Regional Potential

Lanes Some 5 10% 5.0 5 10% 5.0
Trails (Count) 1 5 15% 7.5 5 15% 7.5
Overall Excellent 10 15% 15.0 10 15% 15.0

Accessibility Total (Out of 100) 100% 51 100% 51

Infrastructure
Electric Service Provider Austin Energy 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
Electric Service (Phases) 3 10 5% 5.0 10 10% 10.0
Water (Dist. to 4" Line in ft.) 0 10 10% 10.0 10 20% 20.0
Reclaimed Water (Dist. in ft.) None 0 10% 0.0 0 15% 0.0
Wastewater (Dist. to 8" Sewer Line in ft.) 0' 10 5% 5.0 10 15% 15.0
Pool Condition Fair 5 25% 12.5 5 10% 5.0
Bathhouse Condition Fair 5 20% 10.0 5 10% 5.0
Storage Conditions Good 7 10% 7.0 7 5% 3.5
COATN Service Area (Wi-Fi) No 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Infrastructure Total (Out of 100) 100% 60 100% 69

Environmental
Trees (Number)

2" to 19" in Diameter 49 5 3% 1.5 5 5% 2.5
19" to 24" in Diameter 12 4 3% 1.2 4 5% 2.0
Over 24" in Diameter (Including Heritage) 4 8 11% 8.8 8 15% 12.0

Grow Zones No 10 13% 13.0 10 10% 10.0
Aquifer Recharge No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Pollinator Habitat No 10 6% 6.0 10 5% 5.4
Wetlands No 10 13% 13.0 10 10% 10.0
Rock Outcrop No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Springs No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Environmental Sensitivity Low Sensitivity 10 6% 6.0 10 5% 5.4
Soil Suitability Very Limited 0 6% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Environmental Total (Out of 100) 100% 89 100% 86

Regulatory 
Flood Zones

25-Year Floodplain No 10 20% 20.0 10 20% 20.0
100-Year Floodplain Within 250 10 10% 10.0 0 10% 0.0
500-Year Floodplain Yes 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0

Zoning Designation P-NP 8 5% 4.0 8 5% 4.0
Sub-Chapter E (Distance from Road in ft.) 108 9 5% 4.5 9 5% 4.5
Erosion Hazard Review Buffer No 10 9% 9.0 10 10% 10.0
Resource Buffers No 10 20% 20.0 10 20% 20.0
Watershed Regulation Areas Urban 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
Water Quality Zones No 10 3% 3.0 10 5% 5.0
Endangered Species No 10 3% 3.0 10 5% 5.0
Bathhouse Yes 10 5% 5.0 10 2% 2.5
Restrooms (Distance from Pool in ft.) At pool 10 5% 5.0 10 2% 2.5
Regulatory Total (Out of 100) 100% 94 100% 83

Operations
Maintenance Staff/Equipment Ease of Access Poor 2 20% 4.0 2 10% 2.0
Simplicity of Equipment Poor 2 20% 4.0 2 10% 2.0
Equipment Condition/Replacement Cost Poor 2 30% 6.0 2 15% 3.0
Lawn/Landscaped Area Good 7 20% 14.0 7 10% 7.0
Employee Safety Measures Poor 2 10% 2.0 2 10% 2.0
Operations Total (Out of 100) 100% 30 55% 16
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Table A-21: Metz

Ranking Importance 
Rating

Element 
Score Ranking Importance 

Rating
Element 

Score
Demographics
20-Minute Walk

Children 1,673 4 10% 4.0 4 3% 1.2
Seniors 954 9 5% 4.5 9 2% 1.8
Total Population 7,816 6 15% 9.0 6 5% 3.0
Median Household Income $36,659 9 5% 4.5 9 3% 2.7
Population Growth (5-Year) 548 5 5% 2.5 5 3% 1.5
Social Needs and Conditions Index 157 9 15% 13.5 9 10% 9.0

10-Minute Drive

Children 20,682 6 3% 1.8 6 10% 6.0
Seniors 6,797 5 2% 1.0 5 6% 3.0
Total Population 97,098 6 6% 3.6 6 15% 9.0
Median Household Income $36,195 8 3% 2.4 8 5% 4.0
Population Growth (5-Year) 11,235 6 3% 1.8 6 8% 4.8

Capacity (based on surface area) 218 2 8% 1.6 2 10% 2.0
Attendance (5-Year Avg.) 8,851 2 10% 2.0 2 10% 2.0
Attendance/Capacity Ratio 40.6 4 10% 4.0 4 10% 4.0
Demographics Total (Out of 100) 100% 56 100% 54

Site Conditions
Entrance/Drive Yes 10 10% 10.0 10 5% 5.0
Parking Spaces (Count) 22 10 10% 10.0 1 14% 1.4
Site Area (Acres) 1.5 10 40% 40.0 0 50% 0.0
Grade Constraints Low 0% 0.0 10 14% 14.0
Health, Safety, Welfare Issues 60% 5 20% 10.0 5 5% 2.5
Designated Historical Features (Count) 0 10 10% 10.0 10 6% 6.0
Historical Structure (Pool House or Pool) 1934 1 10% 1.0 1 6% 0.6
Site Total (Out of 100) 100% 81 100% 30

Location
Heavily Trafficked Roadways (Traffic Counts) 3,440 9 5% 4.5 9 5% 4.5
Distance from Road 25 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Railroads Inactive 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Flight Zones (Noise Level - Decibels) None 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Competing Elements (Count)

Other PARD Aquatic Facilities (20 Min. Walk) 1 5 20% 10.0 5 8% 4.0
Service Area Overlap (20 Min. Walk) 90% 1 20% 2.0 1 8% 0.8
Private Aquatic Facilities (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 7% 7.0 10 3% 3.0
Programs By HOA/Private Orgs. (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 3% 3.0 10 2% 2.0

Symbiotic Elements (Count) 

Schools/Daycare Providers (5 Minute Walk) 1 2 10% 2.0 2 19% 3.8
Recreation Centers (5 Minute Walk) 1 5 10% 5.0 5 20% 10.0
Other Park Amenities (5 Minute Walk) 9 4 10% 4.0 4 20% 8.0

Location Total (Out of 100) 100% 48 100% 46

Accessibility
Adjacent Roadway Class Local 5 5% 2.5 0 5% 0.0
Transit Access Yes 10 15% 15.0 10 15% 15.0
Pedestrian Connectivity

Walkways/Trails Some 5 15% 7.5 5 15% 7.5
Crosswalks None 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Traffic Controls None 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Overall Good 7 15% 10.5 7 15% 10.5

Bicycle Connectivity 

Metz Condition
Neighborhood Potential Community/Regional Potential
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Ranking Importance 
Rating

Element 
Score Ranking Importance 

Rating
Element 

Score

Metz Condition
Neighborhood Potential Community/Regional Potential

Lanes None 0 10% 0.0 0 10% 0.0
Trails (Count) 1 5 15% 7.5 5 15% 7.5
Overall Good 7 15% 10.5 7 15% 10.5

Accessibility Total (Out of 100) 100% 54 100% 51

Infrastructure
Electric Service Provider Austin Energy 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
Electric Service (Phases) 2 5 5% 2.5 5 10% 5.0
Water (Dist. to 4" Line in ft.) 0 10 10% 10.0 10 20% 20.0
Reclaimed Water (Dist. in ft.) None 0 10% 0.0 0 15% 0.0
Wastewater (Dist. to 8" Sewer Line in ft.) 0' 10 5% 5.0 10 15% 15.0
Pool Condition Poor 2 25% 5.0 2 10% 2.0
Bathhouse Condition Fair 5 20% 10.0 5 10% 5.0
Storage Conditions Fair 5 10% 5.0 5 5% 2.5
COATN Service Area (Wi-Fi) Potential 8 5% 4.0 8 5% 4.0
Infrastructure Total (Out of 100) 100% 52 100% 64

Environmental
Trees (Number)

2" to 19" in Diameter 37 6 3% 1.8 6 5% 3.0
19" to 24" in Diameter 5 7 3% 2.1 7 5% 3.5
Over 24" in Diameter (Including Heritage) 8 6 11% 6.6 6 15% 9.0

Grow Zones No 10 13% 13.0 10 10% 10.0
Aquifer Recharge No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Pollinator Habitat No 10 6% 6.0 10 5% 5.4
Wetlands No 10 13% 13.0 10 10% 10.0
Rock Outcrop No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Springs No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Environmental Sensitivity Medium Sensitivity 5 6% 3.0 5 5% 2.7
Soil Suitability Very Limited 0 6% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Environmental Total (Out of 100) 100% 85 100% 83

Regulatory 
Flood Zones

25-Year Floodplain No 10 20% 20.0 10 20% 20.0
100-Year Floodplain No 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
500-Year Floodplain Within 250 10 5% 5.0 0 5% 0.0

Zoning Designation P-NP 8 5% 4.0 8 5% 4.0
Sub-Chapter E (Distance from Road in ft.) 25 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Erosion Hazard Review Buffer No 10 9% 9.0 10 10% 10.0
Resource Buffers No 10 20% 20.0 10 20% 20.0
Watershed Regulation Areas Urban 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
Water Quality Zones No 10 3% 3.0 10 5% 5.0
Endangered Species No 10 3% 3.0 10 5% 5.0
Bathhouse Yes 10 5% 5.0 10 2% 2.5
Restrooms (Distance from Pool in ft.) At pool 10 5% 5.0 10 2% 2.5
Regulatory Total (Out of 100) 100% 99 100% 94

Operations
Maintenance Staff/Equipment Ease of Access Fair 5 20% 10.0 5 10% 5.0
Simplicity of Equipment Good 7 20% 14.0 7 10% 7.0
Equipment Condition/Replacement Cost Good 7 30% 21.0 7 15% 10.5
Lawn/Landscaped Area Poor 2 20% 4.0 2 10% 2.0
Employee Safety Measures Good 7 10% 7.0 7 10% 7.0
Operations Total (Out of 100) 100% 56 55% 32
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Table A-22: Montopolis

Ranking Importance 
Rating

Element 
Score Ranking Importance 

Rating
Element 

Score
Demographics
20-Minute Walk

Children 2,837 9 10% 9.0 9 3% 2.7
Seniors 638 5 5% 2.5 5 2% 1.0
Total Population 8,865 7 15% 10.5 7 5% 3.5
Median Household Income $28,346 10 5% 5.0 10 3% 3.0
Population Growth (5-Year) 1,011 10 5% 5.0 10 3% 3.0
Social Needs and Conditions Index 188 10 15% 15.0 10 10% 10.0

10-Minute Drive

Children 26,128 8 3% 2.4 8 10% 8.0
Seniors 7,981 6 2% 1.2 6 6% 3.6
Total Population 109,324 7 6% 4.2 7 15% 10.5
Median Household Income $33,899 9 3% 2.7 9 5% 4.5
Population Growth (5-Year) 12,755 8 3% 2.4 8 8% 6.4

Capacity (based on surface area) 277 2 8% 1.6 2 10% 2.0
Attendance (5-Year Avg.) 9,842 2 10% 2.0 2 10% 2.0
Attendance/Capacity Ratio 35.5 4 10% 4.0 4 10% 4.0
Demographics Total (Out of 100) 100% 68 100% 64

Site Conditions
Entrance/Drive Yes 10 10% 10.0 10 5% 5.0
Parking Spaces (Count) 32 10 10% 10.0 1 14% 1.4
Site Area (Acres) 2.4 10 40% 40.0 2 50% 10.0
Grade Constraints Low 0% 0.0 10 14% 14.0
Health, Safety, Welfare Issues 53% 5 20% 10.0 5 5% 2.5
Designated Historical Features (Count) 0 10 10% 10.0 10 6% 6.0
Historical Structure (Pool House or Pool) No 10 10% 10.0 10 6% 6.0
Site Total (Out of 100) 100% 90 100% 45

Location
Heavily Trafficked Roadways (Traffic Counts) 18,060 5 5% 2.5 5 5% 2.5
Distance from Road 355 7 5% 3.5 7 5% 3.5
Railroads None 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Flight Zones (Noise Level - Decibels) None 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Competing Elements (Count)

Other PARD Aquatic Facilities (20 Min. Walk) 1 5 20% 10.0 5 8% 4.0
Service Area Overlap (20 Min. Walk) 63% 4 20% 8.0 4 8% 3.2
Private Aquatic Facilities (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 7% 7.0 10 3% 3.0
Programs By HOA/Private Orgs. (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 3% 3.0 10 2% 2.0

Symbiotic Elements (Count) 

Schools/Daycare Providers (5 Minute Walk) 0 0 10% 0.0 0 19% 0.0
Recreation Centers (5 Minute Walk) 1 5 10% 5.0 5 20% 10.0
Other Park Amenities (5 Minute Walk) 8 4 10% 4.0 4 20% 8.0

Location Total (Out of 100) 100% 53 100% 46

Accessibility
Adjacent Roadway Class Major Arterial 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Transit Access At pool 10 15% 15.0 10 15% 15.0
Pedestrian Connectivity

Walkways/Trails Some 5 15% 7.5 5 15% 7.5
Crosswalks Yes 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Traffic Controls Yes 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Overall Good 7 15% 10.5 7 15% 10.5

Bicycle Connectivity 

Montopolis Condition
Neighborhood Potential Community/Regional Potential
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Ranking Importance 
Rating

Element 
Score Ranking Importance 

Rating
Element 

Score

Montopolis Condition
Neighborhood Potential Community/Regional Potential

Lanes None 0 10% 0.0 0 10% 0.0
Trails (Count) None 0 15% 0.0 0 15% 0.0
Overall Fair 3 15% 4.5 3 15% 4.5

Accessibility Total (Out of 100) 100% 53 100% 53

Infrastructure
Electric Service Provider Austin Energy 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
Electric Service (Phases) 2 5 5% 2.5 5 10% 5.0
Water (Dist. to 4" Line in ft.) 0 10 10% 10.0 10 20% 20.0
Reclaimed Water (Dist. in ft.) 1000' 0 10% 0.0 0 15% 0.0
Wastewater (Dist. to 8" Sewer Line in ft.) 285' 5 5% 2.5 5 15% 7.5
Pool Condition Poor 2 25% 5.0 2 10% 2.0
Bathhouse Condition Fair 5 20% 10.0 5 10% 5.0
Storage Conditions Good 7 10% 7.0 7 5% 3.5
COATN Service Area (Wi-Fi) Potential 8 5% 4.0 8 5% 4.0
Infrastructure Total (Out of 100) 100% 51 100% 57

Environmental
Trees (Number)

2" to 19" in Diameter 39 6 3% 1.8 6 5% 3.0
19" to 24" in Diameter 1 9 3% 2.7 9 5% 4.5
Over 24" in Diameter (Including Heritage) 1 9 11% 9.9 9 15% 13.5

Grow Zones No 10 13% 13.0 10 10% 10.0
Aquifer Recharge No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Pollinator Habitat No 10 6% 6.0 10 5% 5.4
Wetlands No 10 13% 13.0 10 10% 10.0
Rock Outcrop No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Springs No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Environmental Sensitivity Medium Sensitivity 5 6% 3.0 5 5% 2.7
Soil Suitability Very Limited 0 6% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Environmental Total (Out of 100) 100% 88 100% 88

Regulatory 
Flood Zones

25-Year Floodplain No 10 20% 20.0 10 20% 20.0
100-Year Floodplain No 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
500-Year Floodplain No 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0

Zoning Designation P-NP 8 5% 4.0 8 5% 4.0
Sub-Chapter E (Distance from Road in ft.) 355 4 5% 2.0 4 5% 2.0
Erosion Hazard Review Buffer No 10 9% 9.0 10 10% 10.0
Resource Buffers No 10 20% 20.0 10 20% 20.0
Watershed Regulation Areas Suburban 8 10% 8.0 8 10% 8.0
Water Quality Zones No 10 3% 3.0 10 5% 5.0
Endangered Species No 10 3% 3.0 10 5% 5.0
Bathhouse Yes 10 5% 5.0 10 2% 2.5
Restrooms (Distance from Pool in ft.) At pool 10 5% 5.0 10 2% 2.5
Regulatory Total (Out of 100) 100% 94 100% 94

Operations
Maintenance Staff/Equipment Ease of Access Poor 2 20% 4.0 2 10% 2.0
Simplicity of Equipment Poor 2 20% 4.0 2 10% 2.0
Equipment Condition/Replacement Cost Poor 2 30% 6.0 2 15% 3.0
Lawn/Landscaped Area Fair 5 20% 10.0 5 10% 5.0
Employee Safety Measures Poor 2 10% 2.0 2 10% 2.0
Operations Total (Out of 100) 100% 26 55% 14
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Table A-23: Murchison

Ranking Importance 
Rating

Element 
Score Ranking Importance 

Rating
Element 

Score
Demographics
20-Minute Walk

Children 1,384 3 10% 3.0 3 3% 0.9
Seniors 1,139 10 5% 5.0 10 2% 2.0
Total Population 9,819 8 15% 12.0 8 5% 4.0
Median Household Income $52,777 7 5% 3.5 7 3% 2.1
Population Growth (5-Year) 763 8 5% 4.0 8 3% 2.4
Social Needs and Conditions Index 61 2 15% 3.0 2 10% 2.0

10-Minute Drive

Children 17,133 5 3% 1.5 5 10% 5.0
Seniors 12,136 10 2% 2.0 10 6% 6.0
Total Population 89,236 6 6% 3.6 6 15% 9.0
Median Household Income $63,123 2 3% 0.6 2 5% 1.0
Population Growth (5-Year) 6,974 2 3% 0.6 2 8% 1.6

Capacity (based on surface area) 256 2 8% 1.6 2 10% 2.0
Attendance (5-Year Avg.) 9,585 2 10% 2.0 2 10% 2.0
Attendance/Capacity Ratio 37.4 4 10% 4.0 4 10% 4.0
Demographics Total (Out of 100) 100% 46 100% 44

Site Conditions
Entrance/Drive Yes 10 10% 10.0 10 5% 5.0
Parking Spaces (Count) 34 10 10% 10.0 1 14% 1.4
Site Area (Acres) 1.5 10 40% 40.0 0 50% 0.0
Grade Constraints Low 0% 0.0 10 14% 14.0
Health, Safety, Welfare Issues 70% 7 20% 14.0 7 5% 3.5
Designated Historical Features (Count) 0 10 10% 10.0 10 6% 6.0
Historical Structure (Pool House or Pool) No 10 10% 10.0 10 6% 6.0
Site Total (Out of 100) 100% 94 100% 36

Location
Heavily Trafficked Roadways (Traffic Counts) 5,320 9 5% 4.5 9 5% 4.5
Distance from Road 105 2 5% 1.0 2 5% 1.0
Railroads None 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Flight Zones (Noise Level - Decibels) None 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Competing Elements (Count)

Other PARD Aquatic Facilities (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 20% 20.0 10 8% 8.0
Service Area Overlap (20 Min. Walk) 1% 10 20% 20.0 10 8% 8.0
Private Aquatic Facilities (20 Min. Walk) 2 0 7% 0.0 0 3% 0.0
Programs By HOA/Private Orgs. (20 Min. Walk) 1 5 3% 1.5 5 2% 1.0

Symbiotic Elements (Count) 

Schools/Daycare Providers (5 Minute Walk) 4 10 10% 10.0 10 19% 19.0
Recreation Centers (5 Minute Walk) 0 0 10% 0.0 0 20% 0.0
Other Park Amenities (5 Minute Walk) 0 0 10% 0.0 0 20% 0.0

Location Total (Out of 100) 100% 67 100% 52

Accessibility
Adjacent Roadway Class Collector 10 5% 5.0 5 5% 2.5
Transit Access Yes 10 15% 15.0 10 15% 15.0
Pedestrian Connectivity

Walkways/Trails Some 5 15% 7.5 5 15% 7.5
Crosswalks Yes 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Traffic Controls Yes 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Overall Good 7 15% 10.5 7 15% 10.5

Bicycle Connectivity 

Murchison Condition
Neighborhood Potential Community/Regional Potential
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Ranking Importance 
Rating

Element 
Score Ranking Importance 

Rating
Element 

Score

Murchison Condition
Neighborhood Potential Community/Regional Potential

Lanes Some 5 10% 5.0 5 10% 5.0
Trails (Count) None 0 15% 0.0 0 15% 0.0
Overall Fair 3 15% 4.5 3 15% 4.5

Accessibility Total (Out of 100) 100% 58 100% 55

Infrastructure
Electric Service Provider Austin Energy 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
Electric Service (Phases) 2 5 5% 2.5 5 10% 5.0
Water (Dist. to 4" Line in ft.) 0 10 10% 10.0 10 20% 20.0
Reclaimed Water (Dist. in ft.) None 0 10% 0.0 0 15% 0.0
Wastewater (Dist. to 8" Sewer Line in ft.) 72' 8 5% 4.0 8 15% 12.0
Pool Condition Fair 5 25% 12.5 5 10% 5.0
Bathhouse Condition Fair 5 20% 10.0 5 10% 5.0
Storage Conditions Good 7 10% 7.0 7 5% 3.5
COATN Service Area (Wi-Fi) No 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Infrastructure Total (Out of 100) 100% 56 100% 61

Environmental
Trees (Number)

2" to 19" in Diameter 25 7 3% 2.1 7 5% 3.5
19" to 24" in Diameter 4 8 3% 2.4 8 5% 4.0
Over 24" in Diameter (Including Heritage) 7 6 11% 6.6 6 15% 9.0

Grow Zones No 10 13% 13.0 10 10% 10.0
Aquifer Recharge Yes 0 13% 0.0 0 13% 0.0
Pollinator Habitat No 10 6% 6.0 10 5% 5.4
Wetlands No 10 13% 13.0 10 10% 10.0
Rock Outcrop No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Springs No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Environmental Sensitivity Medium Sensitivity 5 6% 3.0 5 5% 2.7
Soil Suitability Very Limited 0 6% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Environmental Total (Out of 100) 100% 72 100% 71

Regulatory 
Flood Zones

25-Year Floodplain No 10 20% 20.0 10 20% 20.0
100-Year Floodplain No 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
500-Year Floodplain No 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0

Zoning Designation SF-3 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Sub-Chapter E (Distance from Road in ft.) 95 9 5% 4.5 9 5% 4.5
Erosion Hazard Review Buffer No 10 9% 9.0 10 10% 10.0
Resource Buffers No 10 20% 20.0 10 20% 20.0
Watershed Regulation Areas Urban 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
Water Quality Zones No 10 3% 3.0 10 5% 5.0
Endangered Species No 10 3% 3.0 10 5% 5.0
Bathhouse Yes 10 5% 5.0 10 2% 2.5
Restrooms (Distance from Pool in ft.) At pool 10 5% 5.0 10 2% 2.5
Regulatory Total (Out of 100) 100% 95 100% 94

Operations
Maintenance Staff/Equipment Ease of Access Good 7 20% 14.0 7 10% 7.0
Simplicity of Equipment Good 7 20% 14.0 7 10% 7.0
Equipment Condition/Replacement Cost Good 7 30% 21.0 7 15% 10.5
Lawn/Landscaped Area Fair 5 20% 10.0 5 10% 5.0
Employee Safety Measures Good 7 10% 7.0 7 10% 7.0
Operations Total (Out of 100) 100% 66 55% 37
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Table A-24: Northwest

Ranking Importance 
Rating

Element 
Score Ranking Importance 

Rating
Element 

Score
Demographics
20-Minute Walk

Children 1,078 2 10% 2.0 2 3% 0.6
Seniors 942 9 5% 4.5 9 2% 1.8
Total Population 5,888 4 15% 6.0 4 5% 2.0
Median Household Income $69,205 4 5% 2.0 4 3% 1.2
Population Growth (5-Year) 480 5 5% 2.5 5 3% 1.5
Social Needs and Conditions Index 94 5 15% 7.5 5 10% 5.0

10-Minute Drive

Children 16,451 5 3% 1.5 5 10% 5.0
Seniors 8,911 7 2% 1.4 7 6% 4.2
Total Population 85,683 6 6% 3.6 6 15% 9.0
Median Household Income $49,223 5 3% 1.5 5 5% 2.5
Population Growth (5-Year) 6,838 2 3% 0.6 2 8% 1.6

Capacity (based on surface area) 975 10 8% 8.0 10 10% 10.0
Attendance (5-Year Avg.) 52,590 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
Attendance/Capacity Ratio 54.0 5 10% 5.0 5 10% 5.0
Demographics Total (Out of 100) 100% 56 100% 59

Site Conditions
Entrance/Drive Yes 10 10% 10.0 10 5% 5.0
Parking Spaces (Count) 191 10 10% 10.0 10 14% 14.0
Site Area (Acres) 6.4 10 40% 40.0 10 50% 50.0
Grade Constraints Moderate 0% 0.0 5 14% 7.0
Health, Safety, Welfare Issues 43% 4 20% 8.0 4 5% 2.0
Designated Historical Features (Count) 0 10 10% 10.0 10 6% 6.0
Historical Structure (Pool House or Pool) 1956 4 10% 4.0 4 6% 2.4
Site Total (Out of 100) 100% 82 100% 86

Location
Heavily Trafficked Roadways (Traffic Counts) 5,790 9 5% 4.5 9 5% 4.5
Distance from Road 665 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Railroads None 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Flight Zones (Noise Level - Decibels) None 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Competing Elements (Count)

Other PARD Aquatic Facilities (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 20% 20.0 10 8% 8.0
Service Area Overlap (20 Min. Walk) 35% 6 20% 12.0 6 8% 4.8
Private Aquatic Facilities (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 7% 7.0 10 3% 3.0
Programs By HOA/Private Orgs. (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 3% 3.0 10 2% 2.0

Symbiotic Elements (Count) 

Schools/Daycare Providers (5 Minute Walk) 0 0 10% 0.0 0 19% 0.0
Recreation Centers (5 Minute Walk) 0 0 10% 0.0 0 20% 0.0
Other Park Amenities (5 Minute Walk) 18 9 10% 9.0 9 20% 18.0

Location Total (Out of 100) 100% 71 100% 55

Accessibility
Adjacent Roadway Class Minor Arterial 10 5% 5.0 8 5% 4.0
Transit Access 10 minute 3 15% 4.5 3 15% 4.5
Pedestrian Connectivity

Walkways/Trails Minimal 2 15% 3.0 2 15% 3.0
Crosswalks None 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Traffic Controls None 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Overall Fair 3 15% 4.5 3 15% 4.5

Bicycle Connectivity 

Northwest Condition
Neighborhood Potential Community/Regional Potential
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Ranking Importance 
Rating

Element 
Score Ranking Importance 

Rating
Element 

Score

Northwest Condition
Neighborhood Potential Community/Regional Potential

Lanes None 0 10% 0.0 0 10% 0.0
Trails (Count) None 0 15% 0.0 0 15% 0.0
Overall Good 7 15% 10.5 7 15% 10.5

Accessibility Total (Out of 100) 100% 28 100% 27

Infrastructure
Electric Service Provider Austin Energy 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
Electric Service (Phases) 3 10 5% 5.0 10 10% 10.0
Water (Dist. to 4" Line in ft.) 0 10 10% 10.0 10 20% 20.0
Reclaimed Water (Dist. in ft.) None 0 10% 0.0 0 15% 0.0
Wastewater (Dist. to 8" Sewer Line in ft.) 370' 3 5% 1.5 3 15% 4.5
Pool Condition Poor 2 25% 5.0 2 10% 2.0
Bathhouse Condition Fair 5 20% 10.0 5 10% 5.0
Storage Conditions Fair 5 10% 5.0 5 5% 2.5
COATN Service Area (Wi-Fi) No 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Infrastructure Total (Out of 100) 100% 47 100% 54

Environmental
Trees (Number)

2" to 19" in Diameter 14 9 3% 2.7 9 5% 4.5
19" to 24" in Diameter 0 10 3% 3.0 10 5% 5.0
Over 24" in Diameter (Including Heritage) 0 10 11% 11.0 10 15% 15.0

Grow Zones No 10 13% 13.0 10 10% 10.0
Aquifer Recharge No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Pollinator Habitat No 10 6% 6.0 10 5% 5.4
Wetlands No 10 13% 13.0 10 10% 10.0
Rock Outcrop No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Springs No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Environmental Sensitivity Low Sensitivity 10 6% 6.0 10 5% 5.4
Soil Suitability Somewhat Limited 5 6% 3.0 5 5% 2.7
Environmental Total (Out of 100) 100% 97 100% 97

Regulatory 
Flood Zones

25-Year Floodplain Within 250 10 20% 20.0 0 20% 0.0
100-Year Floodplain Within 250 10 10% 10.0 0 10% 0.0
500-Year Floodplain Yes 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0

Zoning Designation P 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Sub-Chapter E (Distance from Road in ft.) 101 9 5% 4.5 9 5% 4.5
Erosion Hazard Review Buffer No 10 9% 9.0 10 10% 10.0
Resource Buffers No 10 20% 20.0 10 20% 20.0
Watershed Regulation Areas Urban 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
Water Quality Zones 250 Critical 10 3% 3.0 0 5% 0.0
Endangered Species No 10 3% 3.0 10 5% 5.0
Bathhouse Yes 10 5% 5.0 10 2% 2.5
Restrooms (Distance from Pool in ft.) At pool 10 5% 5.0 10 2% 2.5
Regulatory Total (Out of 100) 100% 95 100% 59

Operations
Maintenance Staff/Equipment Ease of Access Poor 2 20% 4.0 2 10% 2.0
Simplicity of Equipment Poor 2 20% 4.0 2 10% 2.0
Equipment Condition/Replacement Cost Poor 2 30% 6.0 2 15% 3.0
Lawn/Landscaped Area Fair 5 20% 10.0 5 10% 5.0
Employee Safety Measures Poor 2 10% 2.0 2 10% 2.0
Operations Total (Out of 100) 100% 26 55% 14
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Table A-25: Parque Zaragoza

Ranking Importance 
Rating

Element 
Score Ranking Importance 

Rating
Element 

Score
Demographics
20-Minute Walk

Children 3,084 10 10% 10.0 10 3% 3.0
Seniors 1,165 10 5% 5.0 10 2% 2.0
Total Population 11,770 9 15% 13.5 9 5% 4.5
Median Household Income $33,947 9 5% 4.5 9 3% 2.7
Population Growth (5-Year) 970 10 5% 5.0 10 3% 3.0
Social Needs and Conditions Index 148 8 15% 12.0 8 10% 8.0

10-Minute Drive

Children 22,332 7 3% 2.1 7 10% 7.0
Seniors 8,068 6 2% 1.2 6 6% 3.6
Total Population 116,922 8 6% 4.8 8 15% 12.0
Median Household Income $36,011 8 3% 2.4 8 5% 4.0
Population Growth (5-Year) 13,133 10 3% 3.0 10 8% 8.0

Capacity (based on surface area) 213 2 8% 1.6 2 10% 2.0
Attendance (5-Year Avg.) 5,317 1 10% 1.0 1 10% 1.0
Attendance/Capacity Ratio 25.0 2 10% 2.0 2 10% 2.0
Demographics Total (Out of 100) 100% 68 100% 63

Site Conditions
Entrance/Drive No 0 10% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Parking Spaces (Count) 2 1 10% 1.0 0 14% 0.0
Site Area (Acres) 0.7 8 40% 32.0 0 50% 0.0
Grade Constraints Low 0% 0.0 10 14% 14.0
Health, Safety, Welfare Issues 53% 5 20% 10.0 5 5% 2.5
Designated Historical Features (Count) 0 10 10% 10.0 10 6% 6.0
Historical Structure (Pool House or Pool) 1932 1 10% 1.0 1 6% 0.6
Site Total (Out of 100) 100% 54 100% 23

Location
Heavily Trafficked Roadways (Traffic Counts) 7,180 8 5% 4.0 8 5% 4.0
Distance from Road 681 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Railroads Light Rail 5 5% 2.5 5 5% 2.5
Flight Zones (Noise Level - Decibels) None 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Competing Elements (Count)

Other PARD Aquatic Facilities (20 Min. Walk) 2 0 20% 0.0 0 8% 0.0
Service Area Overlap (20 Min. Walk) 94% 1 20% 2.0 1 8% 0.8
Private Aquatic Facilities (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 7% 7.0 10 3% 3.0
Programs By HOA/Private Orgs. (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 3% 3.0 10 2% 2.0

Symbiotic Elements (Count) 

Schools/Daycare Providers (5 Minute Walk) 0 0 10% 0.0 0 19% 0.0
Recreation Centers (5 Minute Walk) 2 10 10% 10.0 10 20% 20.0
Other Park Amenities (5 Minute Walk) 10 5 10% 5.0 5 20% 10.0

Location Total (Out of 100) 100% 44 100% 52

Accessibility
Adjacent Roadway Class Minor Arterial 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Transit Access Yes 10 15% 15.0 10 15% 15.0
Pedestrian Connectivity

Walkways/Trails Minimal 2 15% 3.0 2 15% 3.0
Crosswalks Some 5 5% 2.5 5 5% 2.5
Traffic Controls None 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Overall Poor 0 15% 0.0 0 15% 0.0

Bicycle Connectivity 

Parque Zaragoza Condition
Neighborhood Potential Community/Regional Potential
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Ranking Importance 
Rating

Element 
Score Ranking Importance 

Rating
Element 

Score

Parque Zaragoza Condition
Neighborhood Potential Community/Regional Potential

Lanes Many 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
Trails (Count) None 0 15% 0.0 0 15% 0.0
Overall Good 7 15% 10.5 7 15% 10.5

Accessibility Total (Out of 100) 100% 46 100% 46

Infrastructure
Electric Service Provider Austin Energy 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
Electric Service (Phases) 1 0 5% 0.0 0 10% 0.0
Water (Dist. to 4" Line in ft.) 0 10 10% 10.0 10 20% 20.0
Reclaimed Water (Dist. in ft.) None 0 10% 0.0 0 15% 0.0
Wastewater (Dist. to 8" Sewer Line in ft.) 330' 3 5% 1.5 3 15% 4.5
Pool Condition Poor 2 25% 5.0 2 10% 2.0
Bathhouse Condition Nonexistent 0 20% 0.0 0 10% 0.0
Storage Conditions Good 7 10% 7.0 7 5% 3.5
COATN Service Area (Wi-Fi) Potential 8 5% 4.0 8 5% 4.0
Infrastructure Total (Out of 100) 100% 38 100% 44

Environmental
Trees (Number)

2" to 19" in Diameter 42 6 3% 1.8 6 5% 3.0
19" to 24" in Diameter 7 6 3% 1.8 6 5% 3.0
Over 24" in Diameter (Including Heritage) 4 8 11% 8.8 8 15% 12.0

Grow Zones No 10 13% 13.0 10 10% 10.0
Aquifer Recharge No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Pollinator Habitat No 10 6% 6.0 10 5% 5.4
Wetlands No 10 13% 13.0 10 10% 10.0
Rock Outcrop No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Springs No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Environmental Sensitivity Medium Sensitivity 5 6% 3.0 5 5% 2.7
Soil Suitability Somewhat Limited 5 6% 3.0 5 5% 2.7
Environmental Total (Out of 100) 100% 89 100% 88

Regulatory 
Flood Zones

25-Year Floodplain Yes 0 20% 0.0 0 20% 0.0
100-Year Floodplain Yes 0 10% 0.0 0 10% 0.0
500-Year Floodplain Yes 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0

Zoning Designation P-NP 8 5% 4.0 8 5% 4.0
Sub-Chapter E (Distance from Road in ft.) 212 7 5% 3.5 7 5% 3.5
Erosion Hazard Review Buffer Yes 0 9% 0.0 0 10% 0.0
Resource Buffers No 10 20% 20.0 10 20% 20.0
Watershed Regulation Areas Urban 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
Water Quality Zones Yes 0 3% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Endangered Species No 10 3% 3.0 10 5% 5.0
Bathhouse Yes 10 5% 5.0 10 2% 2.5
Restrooms (Distance from Pool in ft.) At pool 10 5% 5.0 10 2% 2.5
Regulatory Total (Out of 100) 100% 51 100% 47

Operations
Maintenance Staff/Equipment Ease of Access Fair 5 20% 10.0 5 10% 5.0
Simplicity of Equipment Good 7 20% 14.0 7 10% 7.0
Equipment Condition/Replacement Cost Good 7 30% 21.0 7 15% 10.5
Lawn/Landscaped Area Fair 5 20% 10.0 5 10% 5.0
Employee Safety Measures Good 7 10% 7.0 7 10% 7.0
Operations Total (Out of 100) 100% 62 55% 35
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Table A-26: Patterson

Ranking Importance 
Rating

Element 
Score Ranking Importance 

Rating
Element 

Score
Demographics
20-Minute Walk

Children 1,560 7 10% 7.0 7 3% 2.1
Seniors 690 5 5% 2.5 5 2% 1.0
Total Population 9,453 9 15% 13.5 9 5% 4.5
Median Household Income $49,903 7 5% 3.5 7 3% 2.1
Population Growth (5-Year) 1,530 10 5% 5.0 10 3% 3.0
Social Needs and Conditions Index 77 3 15% 4.5 3 10% 3.0

10-Minute Drive

Children 30,272 10 3% 3.0 10 10% 10.0
Seniors 12,142 10 2% 2.0 10 6% 6.0
Total Population 166,328 10 6% 6.0 10 15% 15.0
Median Household Income $36,074 8 3% 2.4 8 5% 4.0
Population Growth (5-Year) 15,202 10 3% 3.0 10 8% 8.0

Capacity (based on surface area) 182 1 8% 0.8 1 10% 1.0
Attendance (5-Year Avg.) 8,346 2 10% 2.0 2 10% 2.0
Attendance/Capacity Ratio 45.8 5 10% 5.0 5 10% 5.0
Demographics Total (Out of 100) 100% 60 100% 67

Site Conditions
Entrance/Drive No 0 10% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Parking Spaces (Count) 1 0 10% 0.0 0 14% 0.0
Site Area (Acres) 0.9 8 40% 32.0 0 50% 0.0
Grade Constraints Low 0% 0.0 10 14% 14.0
Health, Safety, Welfare Issues 78% 8 20% 16.0 8 5% 4.0
Designated Historical Features (Count) 0 10 10% 10.0 10 6% 6.0
Historical Structure (Pool House or Pool) 1954 4 10% 4.0 4 6% 2.4
Site Total (Out of 100) 100% 62 100% 26

Location
Heavily Trafficked Roadways (Traffic Counts) 37,010 1 5% 0.5 1 5% 0.5
Distance from Road 468 9 5% 4.5 9 5% 4.5
Railroads None 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Flight Zones (Noise Level - Decibels) None 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Competing Elements (Count)

Other PARD Aquatic Facilities (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 20% 20.0 10 8% 8.0
Service Area Overlap (20 Min. Walk) 43% 6 20% 12.0 6 8% 4.8
Private Aquatic Facilities (20 Min. Walk) 2 5 7% 3.5 5 3% 1.5
Programs By HOA/Private Orgs. (20 Min. Walk) 1 2 3% 0.6 2 2% 0.4

Symbiotic Elements (Count) 

Schools/Daycare Providers (5 Minute Walk) 0 0 10% 0.0 0 19% 0.0
Recreation Centers (5 Minute Walk) 0 0 10% 0.0 0 20% 0.0
Other Park Amenities (5 Minute Walk) 23 10 10% 10.0 10 20% 20.0

Location Total (Out of 100) 100% 61 100% 50

Accessibility
Adjacent Roadway Class Major Arterial 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Transit Access Yes 10 15% 15.0 10 15% 15.0
Pedestrian Connectivity

Walkways/Trails Many 10 15% 15.0 10 15% 15.0
Crosswalks None 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Traffic Controls None 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Overall Fair 3 15% 4.5 3 15% 4.5

Bicycle Connectivity 

Patterson Condition
Neighborhood Potential Community/Regional Potential



A-52 AUSTIN AQUATIC MASTER PLAN

Ranking Importance 
Rating

Element 
Score Ranking Importance 

Rating
Element 

Score

Patterson Condition
Neighborhood Potential Community/Regional Potential

Lanes None 0 10% 0.0 0 10% 0.0
Trails (Count) 1 5 15% 7.5 5 15% 7.5
Overall Good 7 15% 10.5 7 15% 10.5

Accessibility Total (Out of 100) 100% 58 100% 58

Infrastructure
Electric Service Provider Austin Energy 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
Electric Service (Phases) 3 10 5% 5.0 10 10% 10.0
Water (Dist. to 4" Line in ft.) 0 10 10% 10.0 10 20% 20.0
Reclaimed Water (Dist. in ft.) 800' 5 10% 5.0 5 15% 7.5
Wastewater (Dist. to 8" Sewer Line in ft.) 360' 3 5% 1.5 3 15% 4.5
Pool Condition Fair 5 25% 12.5 5 10% 5.0
Bathhouse Condition Nonexistent 0 20% 0.0 0 10% 0.0
Storage Conditions Good 7 10% 7.0 7 5% 3.5
COATN Service Area (Wi-Fi) No 8 5% 4.0 8 5% 4.0
Infrastructure Total (Out of 100) 100% 55 100% 65

Environmental
Trees (Number)

2" to 19" in Diameter 17 8 3% 2.4 8 5% 4.0
19" to 24" in Diameter 6 7 3% 2.1 7 5% 3.5
Over 24" in Diameter (Including Heritage) 10 5 11% 5.5 5 15% 7.5

Grow Zones No 10 13% 13.0 10 10% 10.0
Aquifer Recharge No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Pollinator Habitat No 10 6% 6.0 10 5% 5.4
Wetlands No 10 13% 13.0 10 10% 10.0
Rock Outcrop No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Springs No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Environmental Sensitivity Low Sensitivity 0 6% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Soil Suitability Somewhat Limited 5 6% 3.0 5 5% 2.7
Environmental Total (Out of 100) 100% 84 100% 82

Regulatory 
Flood Zones

25-Year Floodplain No 10 20% 20.0 10 20% 20.0
100-Year Floodplain No 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
500-Year Floodplain No 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0

Zoning Designation P-NP 8 5% 4.0 8 5% 4.0
Sub-Chapter E (Distance from Road in ft.) 531 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Erosion Hazard Review Buffer No 10 9% 9.0 10 10% 10.0
Resource Buffers No 10 20% 20.0 10 20% 20.0
Watershed Regulation Areas Urban 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
Water Quality Zones No 10 3% 3.0 10 5% 5.0
Endangered Species No 10 3% 3.0 10 5% 5.0
Bathhouse No 10 5% 5.0 10 2% 2.5
Restrooms (Distance from Pool in ft.) 100 2 5% 1.0 2 2% 0.5
Regulatory Total (Out of 100) 100% 90 100% 92

Operations
Maintenance Staff/Equipment Ease of Access Good 7 20% 14.0 7 10% 7.0
Simplicity of Equipment Good 7 20% 14.0 7 10% 7.0
Equipment Condition/Replacement Cost Good 7 30% 21.0 7 15% 10.5
Lawn/Landscaped Area Fair 5 20% 10.0 5 10% 5.0
Employee Safety Measures Good 7 10% 7.0 7 10% 7.0
Operations Total (Out of 100) 100% 66 55% 37
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Table A-27: Ramsey

Ranking Importance 
Rating

Element 
Score Ranking Importance 

Rating
Element 

Score
Demographics
20-Minute Walk

Children 726 1 10% 1.0 1 3% 0.3
Seniors 430 2 5% 1.0 2 2% 0.4
Total Population 5,806 4 15% 6.0 4 5% 2.0
Median Household Income $51,034 7 5% 3.5 7 3% 2.1
Population Growth (5-Year) 437 4 5% 2.0 4 3% 1.2
Social Needs and Conditions Index 34 1 15% 1.5 1 10% 1.0

10-Minute Drive

Children 11,197 3 3% 0.9 3 10% 3.0
Seniors 7,529 6 2% 1.2 6 6% 3.6
Total Population 96,523 6 6% 3.6 6 15% 9.0
Median Household Income $43,185 7 3% 2.1 7 5% 3.5
Population Growth (5-Year) 8,787 4 3% 1.2 4 8% 3.2

Capacity (based on surface area) 216 2 8% 1.6 2 10% 2.0
Attendance (5-Year Avg.) 18,275 4 10% 4.0 4 10% 4.0
Attendance/Capacity Ratio 84.5 8 10% 8.0 8 10% 8.0
Demographics Total (Out of 100) 100% 38 100% 43

Site Conditions
Entrance/Drive No 0 10% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Parking Spaces (Count) 1 0 10% 0.0 0 14% 0.0
Site Area (Acres) 0.6 5 40% 20.0 0 50% 0.0
Grade Constraints Low 0% 0.0 10 14% 14.0
Health, Safety, Welfare Issues 55% 6 20% 12.0 6 5% 3.0
Designated Historical Features (Count) 0 10 10% 10.0 10 6% 6.0
Historical Structure (Pool House or Pool) 1940 2 10% 2.0 2 6% 1.2
Site Total (Out of 100) 100% 44 100% 24

Location
Heavily Trafficked Roadways (Traffic Counts) 11,880 7 5% 3.5 7 5% 3.5
Distance from Road 441 9 5% 4.5 9 5% 4.5
Railroads None 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Flight Zones (Noise Level - Decibels) None 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Competing Elements (Count)

Other PARD Aquatic Facilities (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 20% 20.0 10 8% 8.0
Service Area Overlap (20 Min. Walk) 16% 8 20% 16.0 8 8% 6.4
Private Aquatic Facilities (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 7% 7.0 10 3% 3.0
Programs By HOA/Private Orgs. (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 3% 3.0 10 2% 2.0

Symbiotic Elements (Count) 

Schools/Daycare Providers (5 Minute Walk) 0 0 10% 0.0 0 19% 0.0
Recreation Centers (5 Minute Walk) 0 0 10% 0.0 0 20% 0.0
Other Park Amenities (5 Minute Walk) 9 4 10% 4.0 4 20% 8.0

Location Total (Out of 100) 100% 68 100% 45

Accessibility
Adjacent Roadway Class Minor Arterial 10 5% 5.0 8 5% 4.0
Transit Access Yes 10 15% 15.0 10 15% 15.0
Pedestrian Connectivity

Walkways/Trails Some 5 15% 7.5 5 15% 7.5
Crosswalks None 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Traffic Controls None 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Overall Good 7 15% 10.5 7 15% 10.5

Bicycle Connectivity 

Ramsey Condition
Neighborhood Potential Community/Regional Potential
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Ranking Importance 
Rating

Element 
Score Ranking Importance 

Rating
Element 

Score

Ramsey Condition
Neighborhood Potential Community/Regional Potential

Lanes Some 5 10% 5.0 5 10% 5.0
Trails (Count) None 0 15% 0.0 0 15% 0.0
Overall Good 7 15% 10.5 7 15% 10.5

Accessibility Total (Out of 100) 100% 54 100% 53

Infrastructure
Electric Service Provider Austin Energy 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
Electric Service (Phases) 2 5 5% 2.5 5 10% 5.0
Water (Dist. to 4" Line in ft.) 0 10 10% 10.0 10 20% 20.0
Reclaimed Water (Dist. in ft.) None 0 10% 0.0 0 15% 0.0
Wastewater (Dist. to 8" Sewer Line in ft.) 80' 8 5% 4.0 8 15% 12.0
Pool Condition Fair 5 25% 12.5 5 10% 5.0
Bathhouse Condition Poor 2 20% 4.0 2 10% 2.0
Storage Conditions Fair 5 10% 5.0 5 5% 2.5
COATN Service Area (Wi-Fi) No 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Infrastructure Total (Out of 100) 100% 48 100% 57

Environmental
Trees (Number)

2" to 19" in Diameter 39 6 3% 1.8 6 5% 3.0
19" to 24" in Diameter 4 8 3% 2.4 8 5% 4.0
Over 24" in Diameter (Including Heritage) 7 6 11% 6.6 6 15% 9.0

Grow Zones No 10 13% 13.0 10 10% 10.0
Aquifer Recharge No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Pollinator Habitat No 10 6% 6.0 10 5% 5.4
Wetlands No 10 13% 13.0 10 10% 10.0
Rock Outcrop No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Springs No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Environmental Sensitivity Low Sensitivity 10 6% 6.0 10 5% 5.4
Soil Suitability Somewhat Limited 5 6% 3.0 5 5% 2.7
Environmental Total (Out of 100) 100% 91 100% 88

Regulatory 
Flood Zones

25-Year Floodplain No 10 20% 20.0 10 20% 20.0
100-Year Floodplain No 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
500-Year Floodplain No 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0

Zoning Designation UNZ 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Sub-Chapter E (Distance from Road in ft.) 59 9 5% 4.5 9 5% 4.5
Erosion Hazard Review Buffer No 10 9% 9.0 10 10% 10.0
Resource Buffers No 10 20% 20.0 10 20% 20.0
Watershed Regulation Areas Urban 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
Water Quality Zones No 10 3% 3.0 10 5% 5.0
Endangered Species No 10 3% 3.0 10 5% 5.0
Bathhouse Yes 10 5% 5.0 10 2% 2.5
Restrooms (Distance from Pool in ft.) At pool 10 5% 5.0 10 2% 2.5
Regulatory Total (Out of 100) 100% 100 100% 99

Operations
Maintenance Staff/Equipment Ease of Access Fair 5 20% 10.0 5 10% 5.0
Simplicity of Equipment Good 7 20% 14.0 7 10% 7.0
Equipment Condition/Replacement Cost Good 7 30% 21.0 7 15% 10.5
Lawn/Landscaped Area Fair 5 20% 10.0 5 10% 5.0
Employee Safety Measures Good 7 10% 7.0 7 10% 7.0
Operations Total (Out of 100) 100% 62 55% 35



A-55APPENDIX A - SITE SUITABILITY

Table A-28: Reed

Ranking Importance 
Rating

Element 
Score Ranking Importance 

Rating
Element 

Score
Demographics
20-Minute Walk

Children 1,001 2 10% 2.0 2 3% 0.6
Seniors 708 6 5% 3.0 6 2% 1.2
Total Population 3,765 2 15% 3.0 2 5% 1.0
Median Household Income $141,677 0 5% 0.0 0 3% 0.0
Population Growth (5-Year) 107 1 5% 0.5 1 3% 0.3
Social Needs and Conditions Index 28 0 15% 0.0 0 10% 0.0

10-Minute Drive

Children 7,687 1 3% 0.3 1 10% 1.0
Seniors 5,987 4 2% 0.8 4 6% 2.4
Total Population 68,029 5 6% 3.0 5 15% 7.5
Median Household Income $51,812 5 3% 1.5 5 5% 2.5
Population Growth (5-Year) 5,534 1 3% 0.3 1 8% 0.8

Capacity (based on surface area) 182 1 8% 0.8 1 10% 1.0
Attendance (5-Year Avg.) 8,393 2 10% 2.0 2 10% 2.0
Attendance/Capacity Ratio 46.1 5 10% 5.0 5 10% 5.0
Demographics Total (Out of 100) 100% 22 100% 25

Site Conditions
Entrance/Drive Yes 10 10% 10.0 10 5% 5.0
Parking Spaces (Count) 1 0 10% 0.0 0 14% 0.0
Site Area (Acres) 0.2 0 40% 0.0 0 50% 0.0
Grade Constraints Low 0% 0.0 10 14% 14.0
Health, Safety, Welfare Issues 65% 7 20% 14.0 7 5% 3.5
Designated Historical Features (Count) 2 5 10% 5.0 5 6% 3.0
Historical Structure (Pool House or Pool) 1956 4 10% 4.0 4 6% 2.4
Site Total (Out of 100) 100% 33 100% 28

Location
Heavily Trafficked Roadways (Traffic Counts) 3,350 9 5% 4.5 9 5% 4.5
Distance from Road 385 8 5% 4.0 8 5% 4.0
Railroads None 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Flight Zones (Noise Level - Decibels) None 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Competing Elements (Count)

Other PARD Aquatic Facilities (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 20% 20.0 10 8% 8.0
Service Area Overlap (20 Min. Walk) 8% 9 20% 18.0 9 8% 7.2
Private Aquatic Facilities (20 Min. Walk) 1 5 7% 3.5 5 3% 1.5
Programs By HOA/Private Orgs. (20 Min. Walk) 1 5 3% 1.5 5 2% 1.0

Symbiotic Elements (Count) 

Schools/Daycare Providers (5 Minute Walk) 0 0 10% 0.0 0 19% 0.0
Recreation Centers (5 Minute Walk) 0 0 10% 0.0 0 20% 0.0
Other Park Amenities (5 Minute Walk) 5 3 10% 3.0 3 20% 6.0

Location Total (Out of 100) 100% 65 100% 42

Accessibility
Adjacent Roadway Class Collector 10 5% 5.0 5 5% 2.5
Transit Access 10 minute 3 15% 4.5 3 15% 4.5
Pedestrian Connectivity

Walkways/Trails Minimal 2 15% 3.0 2 15% 3.0
Crosswalks Yes 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Traffic Controls None 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Overall Fair 3 15% 4.5 3 15% 4.5

Bicycle Connectivity 

Reed Condition
Neighborhood Potential Community/Regional Potential
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Ranking Importance 
Rating

Element 
Score Ranking Importance 

Rating
Element 

Score

Reed Condition
Neighborhood Potential Community/Regional Potential

Lanes None 0 10% 0.0 0 10% 0.0
Trails (Count) None 0 15% 0.0 0 15% 0.0
Overall Good 7 15% 10.5 7 15% 10.5

Accessibility Total (Out of 100) 100% 33 100% 30

Infrastructure
Electric Service Provider Austin Energy 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
Electric Service (Phases) 2 5 5% 2.5 5 10% 5.0
Water (Dist. to 4" Line in ft.) 0 10 10% 10.0 10 20% 20.0
Reclaimed Water (Dist. in ft.) None 0 10% 0.0 0 15% 0.0
Wastewater (Dist. to 8" Sewer Line in ft.) 0' 10 5% 5.0 10 15% 15.0
Pool Condition Poor 2 25% 5.0 2 10% 2.0
Bathhouse Condition Fair 5 20% 10.0 5 10% 5.0
Storage Conditions Poor 2 10% 2.0 2 5% 1.0
COATN Service Area (Wi-Fi) No 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Infrastructure Total (Out of 100) 100% 45 100% 58

Environmental
Trees (Number)

2" to 19" in Diameter 12 9 3% 2.7 9 5% 4.5
19" to 24" in Diameter 4 8 3% 2.4 8 5% 4.0
Over 24" in Diameter (Including Heritage) 3 8 11% 8.8 8 15% 12.0

Grow Zones Within 250 10 13% 13.0 0 10% 0.0
Aquifer Recharge Yes 0 13% 0.0 0 13% 0.0
Pollinator Habitat No 10 6% 6.0 10 5% 5.4
Wetlands Within 250 10 13% 13.0 0 10% 0.0
Rock Outcrop Within 250 10 13% 13.0 0 13% 0.0
Springs No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Environmental Sensitivity Medium Sensitivity 5 6% 3.0 5 5% 2.7
Soil Suitability Very Limited 0 6% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Environmental Total (Out of 100) 100% 75 100% 42

Regulatory 
Flood Zones

25-Year Floodplain No 10 20% 20.0 10 20% 20.0
100-Year Floodplain No 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
500-Year Floodplain Within 250 10 5% 5.0 0 5% 0.0

Zoning Designation SF-3-NP 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Sub-Chapter E (Distance from Road in ft.) 58 9 5% 4.5 9 5% 4.5
Erosion Hazard Review Buffer Yes 0 9% 0.0 0 10% 0.0
Resource Buffers CEF Buffer 0 20% 0.0 0 20% 0.0
Watershed Regulation Areas Water Supply Suburban 5 10% 5.0 5 10% 5.0
Water Quality Zones Transition 5 3% 1.5 5 5% 2.5
Endangered Species No 10 3% 3.0 10 5% 5.0
Bathhouse Yes 10 5% 5.0 10 2% 2.5
Restrooms (Distance from Pool in ft.) At pool 10 5% 5.0 10 2% 2.5
Regulatory Total (Out of 100) 100% 59 100% 52

Operations
Maintenance Staff/Equipment Ease of Access Good 7 20% 14.0 7 10% 7.0
Simplicity of Equipment Good 7 20% 14.0 7 10% 7.0
Equipment Condition/Replacement Cost Good 7 30% 21.0 7 15% 10.5
Lawn/Landscaped Area Fair 5 20% 10.0 5 10% 5.0
Employee Safety Measures Good 7 10% 7.0 7 10% 7.0
Operations Total (Out of 100) 100% 66 55% 37
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Table A-29: Rosewood

Ranking Importance 
Rating

Element 
Score Ranking Importance 

Rating
Element 

Score
Demographics
20-Minute Walk

Children 2,782 9 10% 9.0 9 3% 2.7
Seniors 1,029 10 5% 5.0 10 2% 2.0
Total Population 11,688 9 15% 13.5 9 5% 4.5
Median Household Income $37,397 9 5% 4.5 9 3% 2.7
Population Growth (5-Year) 1,421 10 5% 5.0 10 3% 3.0
Social Needs and Conditions Index 123 7 15% 10.5 7 10% 7.0

10-Minute Drive

Children 24,165 8 3% 2.4 8 10% 8.0
Seniors 8,093 6 2% 1.2 6 6% 3.6
Total Population 115,620 8 6% 4.8 8 15% 12.0
Median Household Income $37,533 8 3% 2.4 8 5% 4.0
Population Growth (5-Year) 13,420 8 3% 2.4 8 8% 6.4

Capacity (based on surface area) 478 5 8% 4.0 5 10% 5.0
Attendance (5-Year Avg.) 20,743 4 10% 4.0 4 10% 4.0
Attendance/Capacity Ratio 43.4 4 10% 4.0 4 10% 4.0
Demographics Total (Out of 100) 100% 73 100% 69

Site Conditions
Entrance/Drive Yes 10 10% 10.0 10 5% 5.0
Parking Spaces (Count) 36 10 10% 10.0 1 14% 1.4
Site Area (Acres) 0.7 8 40% 32.0 0 50% 0.0
Grade Constraints Moderate-Severe 0% 0.0 2 14% 2.8
Health, Safety, Welfare Issues 55% 6 20% 12.0 6 5% 3.0
Designated Historical Features (Count) 1 8 10% 8.0 8 6% 4.8
Historical Structure (Pool House or Pool) 1932 1 10% 1.0 1 6% 0.6
Site Total (Out of 100) 100% 73 100% 18

Location
Heavily Trafficked Roadways (Traffic Counts) 5,940 9 5% 4.5 9 5% 4.5
Distance from Road 200 4 5% 2.0 4 5% 2.0
Railroads Light Rail 5 5% 2.5 5 5% 2.5
Flight Zones (Noise Level - Decibels) None 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Competing Elements (Count)

Other PARD Aquatic Facilities (20 Min. Walk) 1 5 20% 10.0 5 8% 4.0
Service Area Overlap (20 Min. Walk) 71% 3 20% 6.0 3 8% 2.4
Private Aquatic Facilities (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 7% 7.0 10 3% 3.0
Programs By HOA/Private Orgs. (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 3% 3.0 10 2% 2.0

Symbiotic Elements (Count) 

Schools/Daycare Providers (5 Minute Walk) 0 0 10% 0.0 0 19% 0.0
Recreation Centers (5 Minute Walk) 3 10 10% 10.0 10 20% 20.0
Other Park Amenities (5 Minute Walk) 19 9 10% 9.0 9 20% 18.0

Location Total (Out of 100) 100% 59 100% 63

Accessibility
Adjacent Roadway Class Major Arterial 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Transit Access At pool 10 15% 15.0 10 15% 15.0
Pedestrian Connectivity

Walkways/Trails Many 10 15% 15.0 10 15% 15.0
Crosswalks Some 5 5% 2.5 5 5% 2.5
Traffic Controls None 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Overall Fair 3 15% 4.5 3 15% 4.5

Bicycle Connectivity 

Rosewood Condition
Neighborhood Potential Community/Regional Potential
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Ranking Importance 
Rating

Element 
Score Ranking Importance 

Rating
Element 

Score

Rosewood Condition
Neighborhood Potential Community/Regional Potential

Lanes Some 5 10% 5.0 5 10% 5.0
Trails (Count) None 0 15% 0.0 0 15% 0.0
Overall Excellent 10 15% 15.0 10 15% 15.0

Accessibility Total (Out of 100) 100% 62 100% 62

Infrastructure
Electric Service Provider Austin Energy 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
Electric Service (Phases) 3 10 5% 5.0 10 10% 10.0
Water (Dist. to 4" Line in ft.) 0 10 10% 10.0 10 20% 20.0
Reclaimed Water (Dist. in ft.) None 0 10% 0.0 0 15% 0.0
Wastewater (Dist. to 8" Sewer Line in ft.) 330' 7 5% 3.5 7 15% 10.5
Pool Condition Fair 5 25% 12.5 5 10% 5.0
Bathhouse Condition Poor 2 20% 4.0 2 10% 2.0
Storage Conditions Fair 5 10% 5.0 5 5% 2.5
COATN Service Area (Wi-Fi) Potential 8 5% 4.0 8 5% 4.0
Infrastructure Total (Out of 100) 100% 54 100% 64

Environmental
Trees (Number)

2" to 19" in Diameter 34 7 3% 2.1 7 5% 3.5
19" to 24" in Diameter 15 2 3% 0.6 2 5% 1.0
Over 24" in Diameter (Including Heritage) 22 0 11% 0.0 0 15% 0.0

Grow Zones No 10 13% 13.0 10 10% 10.0
Aquifer Recharge No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Pollinator Habitat No 10 6% 6.0 10 5% 5.4
Wetlands No 10 13% 13.0 10 10% 10.0
Rock Outcrop No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Springs No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Environmental Sensitivity Medium Sensitivity 5 6% 3.0 5 5% 2.7
Soil Suitability Very Limited 0 6% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Environmental Total (Out of 100) 100% 77 100% 72

Regulatory 
Flood Zones

25-Year Floodplain Within 250 10 20% 20.0 0 20% 0.0
100-Year Floodplain Within 250 10 10% 10.0 0 10% 0.0
500-Year Floodplain Yes 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0

Zoning Designation P-NP 8 5% 4.0 8 5% 4.0
Sub-Chapter E (Distance from Road in ft.) 200 7 5% 3.5 7 5% 3.5
Erosion Hazard Review Buffer No 10 9% 9.0 10 10% 10.0
Resource Buffers No 10 20% 20.0 10 20% 20.0
Watershed Regulation Areas Urban 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
Water Quality Zones Critical 0 3% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Endangered Species No 10 3% 3.0 10 5% 5.0
Bathhouse Yes 10 5% 5.0 10 2% 2.5
Restrooms (Distance from Pool in ft.) At pool 10 5% 5.0 10 2% 2.5
Regulatory Total (Out of 100) 100% 90 100% 57

Operations
Maintenance Staff/Equipment Ease of Access Poor 2 20% 4.0 2 10% 2.0
Simplicity of Equipment Poor 2 20% 4.0 2 10% 2.0
Equipment Condition/Replacement Cost Poor 2 30% 6.0 2 15% 3.0
Lawn/Landscaped Area Good 7 20% 14.0 7 10% 7.0
Employee Safety Measures Poor 2 10% 2.0 2 10% 2.0
Operations Total (Out of 100) 100% 30 55% 16
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Table A-30: Shipe

Ranking Importance 
Rating

Element 
Score Ranking Importance 

Rating
Element 

Score
Demographics
20-Minute Walk

Children 1,187 3 10% 3.0 3 3% 0.9
Seniors 695 6 5% 3.0 6 2% 1.2
Total Population 14,473 10 15% 15.0 10 5% 5.0
Median Household Income $36,339 9 5% 4.5 9 3% 2.7
Population Growth (5-Year) 1,037 10 5% 5.0 10 3% 3.0
Social Needs and Conditions Index 112 6 15% 9.0 6 10% 6.0

10-Minute Drive

Children 22,494 7 3% 2.1 7 10% 7.0
Seniors 10,594 9 2% 1.8 9 6% 5.4
Total Population 145,122 9 6% 5.4 9 15% 13.5
Median Household Income $28,069 10 3% 3.0 10 5% 5.0
Population Growth (5-Year) 13,438 8 3% 2.4 8 8% 6.4

Capacity (based on surface area) 292 3 8% 2.4 3 10% 3.0
Attendance (5-Year Avg.) 16,981 3 10% 3.0 3 10% 3.0
Attendance/Capacity Ratio 58.2 6 10% 6.0 6 10% 6.0
Demographics Total (Out of 100) 100% 66 100% 68

Site Conditions
Entrance/Drive No 0 10% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Parking Spaces (Count) 0 0 10% 0.0 0 14% 0.0
Site Area (Acres) 0.4 2 40% 8.0 0 50% 0.0
Grade Constraints Low-Moderate 0% 0.0 8 14% 11.2
Health, Safety, Welfare Issues 53% 5 20% 10.0 5 5% 2.5
Designated Historical Features (Count) 1 8 10% 8.0 8 6% 4.8
Historical Structure (Pool House or Pool) 1934 1 10% 1.0 1 6% 0.6
Site Total (Out of 100) 100% 27 100% 19

Location
Heavily Trafficked Roadways (Traffic Counts) 19,620 5 5% 2.5 5 5% 2.5
Distance from Road 290 6 5% 3.0 6 5% 3.0
Railroads None 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Flight Zones (Noise Level - Decibels) None 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Competing Elements (Count)

Other PARD Aquatic Facilities (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 20% 20.0 10 8% 8.0
Service Area Overlap (20 Min. Walk) 25% 7 20% 14.0 7 8% 5.6
Private Aquatic Facilities (20 Min. Walk) 1 5 7% 3.5 5 3% 1.5
Programs By HOA/Private Orgs. (20 Min. Walk) 0 0 3% 0.0 0 2% 0.0

Symbiotic Elements (Count) 

Schools/Daycare Providers (5 Minute Walk) 2 5 10% 5.0 5 19% 9.5
Recreation Centers (5 Minute Walk) 0 0 10% 0.0 0 20% 0.0
Other Park Amenities (5 Minute Walk) 16 8 10% 8.0 8 20% 16.0

Location Total (Out of 100) 100% 66 100% 56

Accessibility
Adjacent Roadway Class Minor Arterial 10 5% 5.0 8 5% 4.0
Transit Access At pool 10 15% 15.0 10 15% 15.0
Pedestrian Connectivity

Walkways/Trails Some 5 15% 7.5 5 15% 7.5
Crosswalks Some 5 5% 2.5 5 5% 2.5
Traffic Controls None 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Overall Fair 3 15% 4.5 3 15% 4.5

Bicycle Connectivity 

Shipe Condition
Neighborhood Potential Community/Regional Potential
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Ranking Importance 
Rating

Element 
Score Ranking Importance 

Rating
Element 

Score

Shipe Condition
Neighborhood Potential Community/Regional Potential

Lanes None 0 10% 0.0 0 10% 0.0
Trails (Count) None 0 15% 0.0 0 15% 0.0
Overall Good 7 15% 10.5 7 15% 10.5

Accessibility Total (Out of 100) 100% 45 100% 44

Infrastructure
Electric Service Provider Austin Energy 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
Electric Service (Phases) 2 5 5% 2.5 5 10% 5.0
Water (Dist. to 4" Line in ft.) 0 10 10% 10.0 10 20% 20.0
Reclaimed Water (Dist. in ft.) 2700' 0 10% 0.0 0 15% 0.0
Wastewater (Dist. to 8" Sewer Line in ft.) 335' 3 5% 1.5 3 15% 4.5
Pool Condition Poor 2 25% 5.0 2 10% 2.0
Bathhouse Condition Nonexistent 0 20% 0.0 0 10% 0.0
Storage Conditions Poor 2 10% 2.0 2 5% 1.0
COATN Service Area (Wi-Fi) Yes 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Infrastructure Total (Out of 100) 100% 36 100% 48

Environmental
Trees (Number)

2" to 19" in Diameter 108 0 3% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
19" to 24" in Diameter 12 4 3% 1.2 4 5% 2.0
Over 24" in Diameter (Including Heritage) 10 5 11% 5.5 5 15% 7.5

Grow Zones No 10 13% 13.0 10 10% 10.0
Aquifer Recharge No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Pollinator Habitat Within 250 10 6% 6.0 0 5% 0.0
Wetlands Within 250 10 13% 13.0 0 10% 0.0
Rock Outcrop No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Springs No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Environmental Sensitivity Low Sensitivity 10 6% 6.0 10 5% 5.4
Soil Suitability Somewhat Limited 5 6% 3.0 5 5% 2.7
Environmental Total (Out of 100) 100% 87 100% 67

Regulatory 
Flood Zones

25-Year Floodplain Within 250 10 20% 20.0 0 20% 0.0
100-Year Floodplain Within 250 10 10% 10.0 0 10% 0.0
500-Year Floodplain Within 250 10 5% 5.0 0 5% 0.0

Zoning Designation P-HD-NCCD-NP 4 5% 2.0 4 5% 2.0
Sub-Chapter E (Distance from Road in ft.) 42 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Erosion Hazard Review Buffer Yes 0 9% 0.0 0 10% 0.0
Resource Buffers No 10 20% 20.0 10 20% 20.0
Watershed Regulation Areas Urban 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
Water Quality Zones No 10 3% 3.0 10 5% 5.0
Endangered Species No 10 3% 3.0 10 5% 5.0
Bathhouse No 10 5% 5.0 10 2% 2.5
Restrooms (Distance from Pool in ft.) 50 8 5% 4.0 8 2% 2.0
Regulatory Total (Out of 100) 100% 87 100% 51

Operations
Maintenance Staff/Equipment Ease of Access Fair 5 20% 10.0 5 10% 5.0
Simplicity of Equipment Good 7 20% 14.0 7 10% 7.0
Equipment Condition/Replacement Cost Fair 5 30% 15.0 5 15% 7.5
Lawn/Landscaped Area Fair 5 20% 10.0 5 10% 5.0
Employee Safety Measures Good 7 10% 7.0 7 10% 7.0
Operations Total (Out of 100) 100% 56 55% 32
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Table A-31: Springwoods

Ranking Importance 
Rating

Element 
Score Ranking Importance 

Rating
Element 

Score
Demographics
20-Minute Walk

Children 663 1 10% 1.0 1 3% 0.3
Seniors 312 1 5% 0.5 1 2% 0.2
Total Population 3,857 2 15% 3.0 2 5% 1.0
Median Household Income $62,462 5 5% 2.5 5 3% 1.5
Population Growth (5-Year) 643 6 5% 3.0 6 3% 1.8
Social Needs and Conditions Index 92 4 15% 6.0 4 10% 4.0

10-Minute Drive

Children 27,915 9 3% 2.7 9 10% 9.0
Seniors 11,487 9 2% 1.8 9 6% 5.4
Total Population 123,518 8 6% 4.8 8 15% 12.0
Median Household Income $75,028 5 3% 1.5 5 5% 2.5
Population Growth (5-Year) 14,654 9 3% 2.7 9 8% 7.2

Capacity (based on surface area) 293 3 8% 2.4 3 10% 3.0
Attendance (5-Year Avg.) 3,035 1 10% 1.0 1 10% 1.0
Attendance/Capacity Ratio 10.3 1 10% 1.0 1 10% 1.0
Demographics Total (Out of 100) 100% 34 100% 50

Site Conditions
Entrance/Drive Yes 10 10% 10.0 10 5% 5.0
Parking Spaces (Count) 20 10 10% 10.0 0 14% 0.0
Site Area (Acres) 1.1 10 40% 40.0 0 50% 0.0
Grade Constraints Low 0% 0.0 10 14% 14.0
Health, Safety, Welfare Issues 80% 8 20% 16.0 8 5% 4.0
Designated Historical Features (Count) 0 10 10% 10.0 10 6% 6.0
Historical Structure (Pool House or Pool) No 10 10% 10.0 10 6% 6.0
Site Total (Out of 100) 100% 96 100% 35

Location
Heavily Trafficked Roadways (Traffic Counts) 16,410 6 5% 3.0 6 5% 3.0
Distance from Road 302 6 5% 3.0 6 5% 3.0
Railroads None 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Flight Zones (Noise Level - Decibels) None 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Competing Elements (Count)

Other PARD Aquatic Facilities (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 20% 20.0 10 8% 8.0
Service Area Overlap (20 Min. Walk) 0% 10 20% 20.0 10 8% 8.0
Private Aquatic Facilities (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 7% 7.0 10 3% 3.0
Programs By HOA/Private Orgs. (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 3% 3.0 10 2% 2.0

Symbiotic Elements (Count) 

Schools/Daycare Providers (5 Minute Walk) 1 2 10% 2.0 2 19% 3.8
Recreation Centers (5 Minute Walk) 0 0 10% 0.0 0 20% 0.0
Other Park Amenities (5 Minute Walk) 5 2 10% 2.0 2 20% 4.0

Location Total (Out of 100) 100% 70 100% 45

Accessibility
Adjacent Roadway Class Major Arterial 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Transit Access No 0 15% 0.0 0 15% 0.0
Pedestrian Connectivity

Walkways/Trails Some 5 15% 7.5 5 15% 7.5
Crosswalks None 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Traffic Controls None 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Overall Fair 3 15% 4.5 3 15% 4.5

Bicycle Connectivity 

Springwoods Condition
Neighborhood Potential Community/Regional Potential
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Ranking Importance 
Rating

Element 
Score Ranking Importance 

Rating
Element 

Score

Springwoods Condition
Neighborhood Potential Community/Regional Potential

Lanes None 0 10% 0.0 0 10% 0.0
Trails (Count) None 0 15% 0.0 0 15% 0.0
Overall Fair 3 15% 4.5 3 15% 4.5

Accessibility Total (Out of 100) 100% 22 100% 22

Infrastructure
Electric Service Provider Austin Energy 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
Electric Service (Phases) 2 5 5% 2.5 5 10% 5.0
Water (Dist. to 4" Line in ft.) 0 10 10% 10.0 10 20% 20.0
Reclaimed Water (Dist. in ft.) None 0 10% 0.0 0 15% 0.0
Wastewater (Dist. to 8" Sewer Line in ft.) 75' 8 5% 4.0 8 15% 12.0
Pool Condition 7 25% 17.5 7 10% 7.0
Bathhouse Condition 10 20% 20.0 10 10% 10.0
Storage Conditions 5 10% 5.0 5 5% 2.5
COATN Service Area (Wi-Fi) No 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Infrastructure Total (Out of 100) 100% 69 100% 67

Environmental
Trees (Number)

2" to 19" in Diameter 11 9 3% 2.7 9 5% 4.5
19" to 24" in Diameter 2 9 3% 2.7 9 5% 4.5
Over 24" in Diameter (Including Heritage) 2 9 11% 9.9 9 15% 13.5

Grow Zones No 10 13% 13.0 10 10% 10.0
Aquifer Recharge Yes 0 13% 0.0 0 13% 0.0
Pollinator Habitat No 10 6% 6.0 10 5% 5.4
Wetlands No 10 13% 13.0 10 10% 10.0
Rock Outcrop No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Springs No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Environmental Sensitivity Medium Sensitivity 5 6% 3.0 5 5% 2.7
Soil Suitability Very Limited 0 6% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Environmental Total (Out of 100) 100% 76 100% 77

Regulatory 
Flood Zones

25-Year Floodplain No 10 20% 20.0 10 20% 20.0
100-Year Floodplain Within 250 10 10% 10.0 0 10% 0.0
500-Year Floodplain Within 250 10 5% 5.0 0 5% 0.0

Zoning Designation I-RR 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Sub-Chapter E (Distance from Road in ft.) 103 9 5% 4.5 9 5% 4.5
Erosion Hazard Review Buffer Within 250 10 9% 9.0 0 10% 0.0
Resource Buffers No 10 20% 20.0 10 20% 20.0
Watershed Regulation Areas Suburban 8 10% 8.0 8 10% 8.0
Water Quality Zones Critical 0 3% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Endangered Species No 10 3% 3.0 10 5% 5.0
Bathhouse Yes 10 5% 5.0 10 2% 2.5
Restrooms (Distance from Pool in ft.) At pool 10 5% 5.0 10 2% 2.5
Regulatory Total (Out of 100) 100% 90 100% 62

Operations
Maintenance Staff/Equipment Ease of Access 7 20% 14.0 7 10% 7.0
Simplicity of Equipment 7 20% 14.0 7 10% 7.0
Equipment Condition/Replacement Cost 7 30% 21.0 7 15% 10.5
Lawn/Landscaped Area 2 20% 4.0 2 10% 2.0
Employee Safety Measures 7 10% 7.0 7 10% 7.0
Operations Total (Out of 100) 100% 60 55% 34



A-63APPENDIX A - SITE SUITABILITY

Table A-32: Walnut Creek

Ranking Importance 
Rating

Element 
Score Ranking Importance 

Rating
Element 

Score
Demographics
20-Minute Walk

Children 352 0 10% 0.0 0 3% 0.0
Seniors 211 0 5% 0.0 0 2% 0.0
Total Population 1,715 0 15% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Median Household Income $57,679 6 5% 3.0 6 3% 1.8
Population Growth (5-Year) 82 1 5% 0.5 1 3% 0.3
Social Needs and Conditions Index 79 4 15% 6.0 4 10% 4.0

10-Minute Drive

Children 27,794 9 3% 2.7 9 10% 9.0
Seniors 12,373 3 2% 0.6 3 6% 1.8
Total Population 179,317 10 6% 6.0 10 15% 15.0
Median Household Income $48,843 5 3% 1.5 5 5% 2.5
Population Growth (5-Year) 16,945 10 3% 3.0 10 8% 8.0

Capacity (based on surface area) 626 8 8% 6.4 8 10% 8.0
Attendance (5-Year Avg.) 16,863 3 10% 3.0 3 10% 3.0
Attendance/Capacity Ratio 26.9 3 10% 3.0 3 10% 3.0
Demographics Total (Out of 100) 100% 36 100% 56

Site Conditions
Entrance/Drive Yes 10 10% 10.0 10 5% 5.0
Parking Spaces (Count) 76 10 10% 10.0 4 14% 5.6
Site Area (Acres) 4.6 10 40% 40.0 9 50% 45.0
Grade Constraints Moderate 0% 0.0 5 14% 7.0
Health, Safety, Welfare Issues 55% 6 20% 12.0 6 5% 3.0
Designated Historical Features (Count) 0 10 10% 10.0 10 6% 6.0
Historical Structure (Pool House or Pool) No 10 10% 10.0 10 6% 6.0
Site Total (Out of 100) 100% 92 100% 78

Location
Heavily Trafficked Roadways (Traffic Counts) 24,247 4 5% 2.0 4 5% 2.0
Distance from Road 1,100 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Railroads None 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Flight Zones (Noise Level - Decibels) None 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Competing Elements (Count)

Other PARD Aquatic Facilities (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 20% 20.0 10 8% 8.0
Service Area Overlap (20 Min. Walk) 0% 10 20% 20.0 10 8% 8.0
Private Aquatic Facilities (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 7% 7.0 10 3% 3.0
Programs By HOA/Private Orgs. (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 3% 3.0 10 2% 2.0

Symbiotic Elements (Count) 

Schools/Daycare Providers (5 Minute Walk) 1 2 10% 2.0 2 19% 3.8
Recreation Centers (5 Minute Walk) 0 0 10% 0.0 0 20% 0.0
Other Park Amenities (5 Minute Walk) 18 9 10% 9.0 9 20% 18.0

Location Total (Out of 100) 100% 78 100% 60

Accessibility
Adjacent Roadway Class Major Arterial 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Transit Access Yes 10 15% 15.0 10 15% 15.0
Pedestrian Connectivity

Walkways/Trails Minimal 2 15% 3.0 2 15% 3.0
Crosswalks None 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Traffic Controls None 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Overall Poor 0 15% 0.0 0 15% 0.0

Bicycle Connectivity 

Walnut Creek Condition
Neighborhood Potential Community/Regional Potential
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Ranking Importance 
Rating

Element 
Score Ranking Importance 

Rating
Element 

Score

Walnut Creek Condition
Neighborhood Potential Community/Regional Potential

Lanes None 0 10% 0.0 0 10% 0.0
Trails (Count) None 0 15% 0.0 0 15% 0.0
Overall Fair 3 15% 4.5 3 15% 4.5

Accessibility Total (Out of 100) 100% 28 100% 28

Infrastructure
Electric Service Provider Austin Energy 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
Electric Service (Phases) 2 5 5% 2.5 5 10% 5.0
Water (Dist. to 4" Line in ft.) 0 10 10% 10.0 10 20% 20.0
Reclaimed Water (Dist. in ft.) None 0 10% 0.0 0 15% 0.0
Wastewater (Dist. to 8" Sewer Line in ft.) 310' 3 5% 1.5 3 15% 4.5
Pool Condition Fair 5 25% 12.5 5 10% 5.0
Bathhouse Condition Good 7 20% 14.0 7 10% 7.0
Storage Conditions Fair 5 10% 5.0 5 5% 2.5
COATN Service Area (Wi-Fi) Potential 8 5% 4.0 8 5% 4.0
Infrastructure Total (Out of 100) 100% 60 100% 58

Environmental
Trees (Number)

2" to 19" in Diameter 21 8 3% 2.4 8 5% 4.0
19" to 24" in Diameter 1 9 3% 2.7 9 5% 4.5
Over 24" in Diameter (Including Heritage) 0 10 11% 11.0 10 15% 15.0

Grow Zones No 10 13% 13.0 10 10% 10.0
Aquifer Recharge No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Pollinator Habitat No 10 6% 6.0 10 5% 5.4
Wetlands No 10 13% 13.0 10 10% 10.0
Rock Outcrop No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Springs No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Environmental Sensitivity Low Sensitivity 10 6% 6.0 10 5% 5.4
Soil Suitability Very-Somewhat Limited 2 6% 1.2 2 5% 1.1
Environmental Total (Out of 100) 100% 94 100% 94

Regulatory 
Flood Zones

25-Year Floodplain No 10 20% 20.0 10 20% 20.0
100-Year Floodplain No 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
500-Year Floodplain No 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0

Zoning Designation P 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Sub-Chapter E (Distance from Road in ft.) 376 4 5% 2.0 4 5% 2.0
Erosion Hazard Review Buffer No 10 9% 9.0 10 10% 10.0
Resource Buffers No 10 20% 20.0 10 20% 20.0
Watershed Regulation Areas Suburban 8 10% 8.0 8 10% 8.0
Water Quality Zones 250 Critical 10 3% 3.0 0 5% 0.0
Endangered Species No 10 3% 3.0 10 5% 5.0
Bathhouse Yes 10 5% 5.0 10 2% 2.5
Restrooms (Distance from Pool in ft.) At pool 10 5% 5.0 10 2% 2.5
Regulatory Total (Out of 100) 100% 95 100% 90

Operations
Maintenance Staff/Equipment Ease of Access Fair 5 20% 10.0 5 10% 5.0
Simplicity of Equipment Poor 2 20% 4.0 2 10% 2.0
Equipment Condition/Replacement Cost Poor 2 30% 6.0 2 15% 3.0
Lawn/Landscaped Area Fair 5 20% 10.0 5 10% 5.0
Employee Safety Measures Fair 5 10% 5.0 5 10% 5.0
Operations Total (Out of 100) 100% 35 55% 20
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Table A-33: West Austin

Ranking Importance 
Rating

Element 
Score Ranking Importance 

Rating
Element 

Score
Demographics
20-Minute Walk

Children 644 1 10% 1.0 1 3% 0.3
Seniors 714 6 5% 3.0 6 2% 1.2
Total Population 7,759 6 15% 9.0 6 5% 3.0
Median Household Income $68,329 4 5% 2.0 4 3% 1.2
Population Growth (5-Year) 1,006 10 5% 5.0 10 3% 3.0
Social Needs and Conditions Index 62 2 15% 3.0 2 10% 2.0

10-Minute Drive

Children 8,026 1 3% 0.3 1 10% 1.0
Seniors 5,918 4 2% 0.8 4 6% 2.4
Total Population 81,072 5 6% 3.0 5 15% 7.5
Median Household Income $52,433 5 3% 1.5 5 5% 2.5
Population Growth (5-Year) 7,552 3 3% 0.9 3 8% 2.4

Capacity (based on surface area) 100 0 8% 0.0 0 10% 0.0
Attendance (5-Year Avg.) 2,576 1 10% 1.0 1 10% 1.0
Attendance/Capacity Ratio 25.8 3 10% 3.0 3 10% 3.0
Demographics Total (Out of 100) 100% 34 100% 31

Site Conditions
Entrance/Drive No 0 10% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Parking Spaces (Count) 0 0 10% 0.0 0 14% 0.0
Site Area (Acres) 0.2 0 40% 0.0 0 50% 0.0
Grade Constraints Moderate-Severe 10 0% 0.0 2 14% 2.8
Health, Safety, Welfare Issues 65% 7 20% 14.0 7 5% 3.5
Designated Historical Features (Count) 1 8 10% 8.0 8 6% 4.8
Historical Structure (Pool House or Pool) 1930s 1 10% 1.0 1 6% 0.6
Site Total (Out of 100) 100% 23 100% 12

Location
Heavily Trafficked Roadways (Traffic Counts) Unavailable 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Distance from Road 142 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Railroads None 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Flight Zones (Noise Level - Decibels) None 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Competing Elements (Count)

Other PARD Aquatic Facilities (20 Min. Walk) 1 5 20% 10.0 5 8% 4.0
Service Area Overlap (20 Min. Walk) 56% 4 20% 8.0 4 8% 3.2
Private Aquatic Facilities (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 7% 7.0 10 3% 3.0
Programs By HOA/Private Orgs. (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 3% 3.0 10 2% 2.0

Symbiotic Elements (Count) 

Schools/Daycare Providers (5 Minute Walk) 1 2 10% 2.0 2 19% 3.8
Recreation Centers (5 Minute Walk) 0 0 10% 0.0 0 20% 0.0
Other Park Amenities (5 Minute Walk) 7 3 10% 3.0 3 20% 6.0

Location Total (Out of 100) 100% 53 100% 42

Accessibility
Adjacent Roadway Class Local 5 5% 2.5 0 5% 0.0
Transit Access Yes 10 15% 15.0 10 15% 15.0
Pedestrian Connectivity

Walkways/Trails Some 5 15% 7.5 5 15% 7.5
Crosswalks None 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Traffic Controls None 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Overall Fair 3 15% 4.5 3 15% 4.5

Bicycle Connectivity 

West Austin Condition
Neighborhood Potential Community/Regional Potential
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Ranking Importance 
Rating

Element 
Score Ranking Importance 

Rating
Element 

Score

West Austin Condition
Neighborhood Potential Community/Regional Potential

Lanes None 0 10% 0.0 0 10% 0.0
Trails (Count) 1 5 15% 7.5 5 15% 7.5
Overall Good 7 15% 10.5 7 15% 10.5

Accessibility Total (Out of 100) 100% 48 100% 45

Infrastructure
Electric Service Provider Austin Energy 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
Electric Service (Phases) 3 10 5% 5.0 10 10% 10.0
Water (Dist. to 4" Line in ft.) 0 10 10% 10.0 10 20% 20.0
Reclaimed Water (Dist. in ft.) 2600' 0 10% 0.0 0 15% 0.0
Wastewater (Dist. to 8" Sewer Line in ft.) 185' 5 5% 2.5 5 15% 7.5
Pool Condition Good 7 25% 17.5 7 10% 7.0
Bathhouse Condition Good 7 20% 14.0 7 10% 7.0
Storage Conditions Good 7 10% 7.0 7 5% 3.5
COATN Service Area (Wi-Fi) No 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Infrastructure Total (Out of 100) 100% 66 100% 65

Environmental
Trees (Number)

2" to 19" in Diameter 2 9 3% 2.7 9 5% 4.5
19" to 24" in Diameter 0 10 3% 3.0 10 5% 5.0
Over 24" in Diameter (Including Heritage) 1 9 11% 9.9 9 15% 13.5

Grow Zones No 10 13% 13.0 10 10% 10.0
Aquifer Recharge No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Pollinator Habitat No 10 6% 6.0 10 5% 5.4
Wetlands No 10 13% 13.0 10 10% 10.0
Rock Outcrop No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Springs No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Environmental Sensitivity Medium Sensitivity 5 6% 3.0 5 5% 2.7
Soil Suitability Very Limited 0 6% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Environmental Total (Out of 100) 100% 90 100% 90

Regulatory 
Flood Zones

25-Year Floodplain No 10 20% 20.0 10 20% 20.0
100-Year Floodplain No 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
500-Year Floodplain No 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0

Zoning Designation P-NP 8 5% 4.0 8 5% 4.0
Sub-Chapter E (Distance from Road in ft.) 142 8 5% 4.0 8 5% 4.0
Erosion Hazard Review Buffer No 10 9% 9.0 10 10% 10.0
Resource Buffers No 10 20% 20.0 10 20% 20.0
Watershed Regulation Areas Urban 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
Water Quality Zones No 10 3% 3.0 10 5% 5.0
Endangered Species No 10 3% 3.0 10 5% 5.0
Bathhouse Restroom 5 5% 2.5 5 2% 1.2
Restrooms (Distance from Pool in ft.) At pool 10 5% 5.0 10 2% 2.5
Regulatory Total (Out of 100) 100% 96 100% 97

Operations
Maintenance Staff/Equipment Ease of Access Good 7 20% 14.0 7 10% 7.0
Simplicity of Equipment Good 7 20% 14.0 7 10% 7.0
Equipment Condition/Replacement Cost Good 7 30% 21.0 7 15% 10.5
Lawn/Landscaped Area Good 7 20% 14.0 7 10% 7.0
Employee Safety Measures Good 7 10% 7.0 7 10% 7.0
Operations Total (Out of 100) 100% 70 55% 39
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Table A-34: Westenfield

Ranking Importance 
Rating

Element 
Score Ranking Importance 

Rating
Element 

Score
Demographics
20-Minute Walk

Children 1,505 4 10% 4.0 4 3% 1.2
Seniors 974 9 5% 4.5 9 2% 1.8
Total Population 8,854 7 15% 10.5 7 5% 3.5
Median Household Income $92,134 1 5% 0.5 1 3% 0.3
Population Growth (5-Year) 765 8 5% 4.0 8 3% 2.4
Social Needs and Conditions Index 37 1 15% 1.5 1 10% 1.0

10-Minute Drive

Children 16,287 5 3% 1.5 5 10% 5.0
Seniors 11,882 9 2% 1.8 9 6% 5.4
Total Population 133,500 9 6% 5.4 9 15% 13.5
Median Household Income $56,266 3 3% 0.9 3 5% 1.5
Population Growth (5-Year) 11,841 7 3% 2.1 7 8% 5.6

Capacity (based on surface area) 293 3 8% 2.4 3 10% 3.0
Attendance (5-Year Avg.) 22,110 4 10% 4.0 4 10% 4.0
Attendance/Capacity Ratio 75.5 8 10% 8.0 8 10% 8.0
Demographics Total (Out of 100) 100% 51 100% 56

Site Conditions
Entrance/Drive No 0 10% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Parking Spaces (Count) 0 0 10% 0.0 0 14% 0.0
Site Area (Acres) 0.6 5 40% 20.0 0 50% 0.0
Grade Constraints Low-Moderate 0% 0.0 8 14% 11.2
Health, Safety, Welfare Issues 88% 9 20% 18.0 9 5% 4.5
Designated Historical Features (Count) 1 8 10% 8.0 8 6% 4.8
Historical Structure (Pool House or Pool) No 10 10% 10.0 10 6% 6.0
Site Total (Out of 100) 100% 56 100% 27

Location
Heavily Trafficked Roadways (Traffic Counts) 152,326 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Distance from Road 205 4 5% 2.0 4 5% 2.0
Railroads Amtrack/Freight 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Flight Zones (Noise Level - Decibels) None 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Competing Elements (Count)

Other PARD Aquatic Facilities (20 Min. Walk) 2 0 20% 0.0 0 8% 0.0
Service Area Overlap (20 Min. Walk) 66% 3 20% 6.0 3 8% 2.4
Private Aquatic Facilities (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 7% 7.0 10 3% 3.0
Programs By HOA/Private Orgs. (20 Min. Walk) 0 10 3% 3.0 10 2% 2.0

Symbiotic Elements (Count) 

Schools/Daycare Providers (5 Minute Walk) 0 0 10% 0.0 0 19% 0.0
Recreation Centers (5 Minute Walk) 0 0 10% 0.0 0 20% 0.0
Other Park Amenities (5 Minute Walk) 8 4 10% 4.0 4 20% 8.0

Location Total (Out of 100) 100% 27 100% 22

Accessibility
Adjacent Roadway Class Highway 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Transit Access Yes 10 15% 15.0 10 15% 15.0
Pedestrian Connectivity

Walkways/Trails Some 5 15% 7.5 5 15% 7.5
Crosswalks Yes 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Traffic Controls Yes 10 5% 5.0 10 5% 5.0
Overall Good 7 15% 10.5 7 15% 10.5

Bicycle Connectivity 

Westenfield Condition
Neighborhood Potential Community/Regional Potential
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Ranking Importance 
Rating

Element 
Score Ranking Importance 

Rating
Element 

Score

Westenfield Condition
Neighborhood Potential Community/Regional Potential

Lanes None 0 10% 0.0 0 10% 0.0
Trails (Count) 2 10 15% 15.0 10 15% 15.0
Overall Fair 3 15% 4.5 3 15% 4.5

Accessibility Total (Out of 100) 100% 68 100% 68

Infrastructure
Electric Service Provider Austin Energy 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
Electric Service (Phases) 2 5 5% 2.5 5 10% 5.0
Water (Dist. to 4" Line in ft.) 0 10 10% 10.0 10 20% 20.0
Reclaimed Water (Dist. in ft.) None 0 10% 0.0 0 15% 0.0
Wastewater (Dist. to 8" Sewer Line in ft.) 0' 10 5% 5.0 10 15% 15.0
Pool Condition Excellent 10 25% 25.0 10 10% 10.0
Bathhouse Condition Excellent 10 20% 20.0 10 10% 10.0
Storage Conditions Fair 5 10% 5.0 5 5% 2.5
COATN Service Area (Wi-Fi) No 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Infrastructure Total (Out of 100) 100% 78 100% 73

Environmental
Trees (Number)

2" to 19" in Diameter 99 1 3% 0.3 1 5% 0.5
19" to 24" in Diameter 14 3 3% 0.9 3 5% 1.5
Over 24" in Diameter (Including Heritage) 2 9 11% 9.9 9 15% 13.5

Grow Zones No 10 13% 13.0 10 10% 10.0
Aquifer Recharge Yes 0 13% 0.0 0 13% 0.0
Pollinator Habitat No 10 6% 6.0 10 5% 5.4
Wetlands No 10 13% 13.0 10 10% 10.0
Rock Outcrop No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Springs No 10 13% 13.0 10 13% 13.0
Environmental Sensitivity Medium Sensitivity 5 6% 3.0 5 5% 2.7
Soil Suitability Very Limited 0 6% 0.0 0 5% 0.0
Environmental Total (Out of 100) 100% 72 100% 70

Regulatory 
Flood Zones

25-Year Floodplain No 10 20% 20.0 10 20% 20.0
100-Year Floodplain No 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
500-Year Floodplain Yes 0 5% 0.0 0 5% 0.0

Zoning Designation P-NP 8 5% 4.0 8 5% 4.0
Sub-Chapter E (Distance from Road in ft.) 224 7 5% 3.5 7 5% 3.5
Erosion Hazard Review Buffer No 10 9% 9.0 10 10% 10.0
Resource Buffers No 10 20% 20.0 10 20% 20.0
Watershed Regulation Areas Urban 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
Water Quality Zones No 10 3% 3.0 10 5% 5.0
Endangered Species No 10 3% 3.0 10 5% 5.0
Bathhouse Yes 10 5% 5.0 10 2% 2.5
Restrooms (Distance from Pool in ft.) At pool 10 5% 5.0 10 2% 2.5
Regulatory Total (Out of 100) 100% 93 100% 92

Operations
Maintenance Staff/Equipment Ease of Access Good 7 20% 14.0 7 10% 7.0
Simplicity of Equipment Excellent 10 20% 20.0 10 10% 10.0
Equipment Condition/Replacement Cost Excellent 10 30% 30.0 10 15% 15.0
Lawn/Landscaped Area Poor 2 20% 4.0 2 10% 2.0
Employee Safety Measures Excellent 10 10% 10.0 10 10% 10.0
Operations Total (Out of 100) 100% 78 55% 44
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APPENDIX B:  SOCIAL NEEDS AND CONDITIONS
 ANALYSIS
B.1 Overview
Certain socioeconomic characteristics should help to identify those individuals or target populations most 
likely to use and/or benefit from public sector programs and services, and community outreach programs.  A 
Social Needs & Conditions Index was developed, using seven (7) socioeconomic indicators that measure the 
well-being of residents in each of Austin’s 200 census tracts, to assist the project team in establishing priorities 
as they relate to outreach and program development.

B.2 MethOdOlOgy
Information has been organized specifically for each of Austin’s 200 census tracts.   Most of the demographic 
data was taken directly from the 2010 Census data for the City of Austin or from the American Community 
Survey 5-year averages from years 2007-2011.  The census tracts were selected which are within or touching 
the current city limits.  Therefore, some extend beyond the current city limits for the City of Austin.    

B.3 data disclaiMer
The information contained in the analysis was taken from the 2010 Census data and American Community 
Surveys data.   It is correct, to the best of the author’s knowledge; however, some census data is subjective.  
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It is as accurate as the information that the census participants reported at the time it was compiled.

B.4  aMerican cOMMunity survey
The American Community Survey is a part of the U.S. Census Bureau’s Decennial Census Program and is 
designed to provide more detailed demographic, social, economic, and housing estimates throughout the 
decade.  The ACS provides information on more than 40 topics including: education, language ability, the 
foreign-born, marital status, migration, and many more.  Each year the survey randomly samples 3.5 million 
addresses and produces statistics that cover 1-year, 3-year, and 5-year periods for geographic areas in the 
United States. The 5-year estimates are available in a variety of geographic areas.  The 5-year estimates used 
in this analysis are the 5-year estimates covering the period from 2007 to 2011.  

B.5 data definitiOns and sOurces

B.5.1 Total Population 

Universe: Total Population), Source: Census of Population & Housing, 2010  Tiger Files DPSF1 – Sex and Age – 
column DP0010001

B.5.2 Target Population 
(Universe: Total Population), Source: Census of Population & Housing, 2010 Tiger Files DPSF1 - Column 
DP0010002-0004 for the various ages of children.    

B.5.3 Educational Attainment 
Population without a High School Diploma (Universe: Persons 25 Years and Over), Source: U.S. Census Bureau 
American Community Survey 5-year averages for years 2007-2011, column B23006 – Percent of persons over 
age 25 without a high school diploma.  

B.5.4 Households 
(Universe: Households), Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 5-year averages for years 
2007-2011, column B19001.

B.5.5 Median Household Income 

(Universe: Households), Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 5-year averages for years 
2007-2011, column B19013 - Median household income in the past 12 months (in 2011 inflation-adjusted 
dollars).

B.5.6 Population Density 

Total population divided by the number of land acres (water area excluded) in the census tract area to 
result in the number of persons per acre. Source U.S. Bureau of the Census 2010 Tiger Files.  Table is provided 
in square meters which were converted to acres.  

B.5.7 Poverty Status
Quantity of the Total Population Living in Poverty – (Universe: Persons for Whom Poverty is Determined in 1999), 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 5-year averages for years 2007-2011, column B17010 
Households with income in the past 12 months below poverty level.

B.5.8 Employment Status: Percent Unemployed 

(Universe: Persons 16 Years and Over in the Labor Force), Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Community 
Survey 5-year averages for years 2007-2011, column B23025 - In labor force, number employed, calculated as 
the percent of the labor force not employed.
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B.5.9  Crime: Total Population per Actual Reported Incident 
Source: City of Austin Police Department Records Management System Indexed and Non-Indexed Offenses 
by Year and Census Tract for Year 2012. Indexed crimes used in this analysis.   The APD uses census tracts from 
previous census. Therefore, where tracts have split, the total incidents were divided by the number of new 
tracts from the parent tract. 

B.5.10 Single Parent Households – Universe 

Households with children under age 18.  Source: U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey 5-year 
averages for years 2007-2011, column B11004, sum of columns for households with single mothers and single 
fathers with children under the age of 18 in the household.

B.6  sOcial needs & cOnditiOns index
The Social Needs & Conditions Index was determined through a three-step process that included the following 
components: Total and Target Population Index (TPI); Composite Social Needs Index (CSNI); combining a 
weighted TPI score and a CSNI score to decide a final Composite Social Needs & Conditions score; and then 
ranking the census tracts based upon their final score. 

B.6.1 Three-Step Process 

 ▪ Total and Target Population Index (TPI)

 ▪ Composite Social Needs Index (CSNI)

 ▪ Index Number - Composite Social Needs & Conditions Index

B.6.2  Total and Target Population Index
The purpose of the Total and Target Population Index (TPI) is to identify the distribution of the total population 
and target populations citywide. Each of Austin’s 200 census tracts was ranked by their total population 
and by identified target populations from one to two hundred according to its position citywide, with tied 
scores given the same ranking status. A number one ranking status suggests the neighborhood exhibiting the 
least need and a ranking status of 200 suggest the greatest need.  When determining demand for target 
populations, the ranking of the total population and the target population are summed together, divided by 
the number of variables (usually two), resulting in a TPI score.  The TPI scores are then ranked from one to 200 
for each census tract.

A + B = TPI  Score
X

A = Total Population
B = Target Population

X = Total Number of Variables in the Numerator

B.6.3  Composite Social Needs Index
A Composite Social Needs Index (CSNI) score was determined for each census tract. CSNI consists of the 
seven independent variables or indicators representing social conditions in each neighborhood.  The seven 
(7) variables are independently ranked by census tract from one (1) to 200 according to the variables position 
citywide, with tied scores given the same rank. A number one (1) ranking status suggests the neighborhood 
exhibiting the least need and a ranking status of 200 suggests the greatest need. For each census tract, the 
ranking score for each of the seven variables were then summed into a composite score. This composite 
score was then divided by the number of variables (seven), weighted by a factor of two, and thus resulting in 
the CSNI score for each census tract.  The CSNI scores are then ranked from one to 200 for each census tract.
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2 x ( C + D + E + F + G + H + I  ) = CSNI Score
X

C = Variable
D = Variable
E = Variable
F = Variable
G = Variable
H = Variable
I  = Variable

X = Total Number of Variables in the Numerator

B.6.4  Index Number - Composite Social Needs & Conditions Index
 ▪ The third step involved combining a weighted TPI score and a CSNI score for each of the independent 

neighborhood planning districts. This results in a final Composite Social Needs & Conditions Indicator 
(CSNCI) score for each census tract. 

 TPI + (2 x CSNI) = CSNCI Score

 ▪ Finally, the final score for each census tract is ranked from one to 200. The highest index number 
represents the neighborhood with the greatest need, which is given a ranking status of 200, and the 
lowest index number, representing the neighborhood with the least need, is given a ranking status of 
one. 

B.7  tOtal POPulatiOn
The map of the Social Needs and Conditions for the Total Population indicates the census tracts exhibiting the 
highest social needs (red in color) are concentrated in a corridor extending north to south along Interstate 35, 
with the majority of the areas located east of I-35.  The areas with the lower needs (green in color) are located 
in the growth areas in the southwest (South of Slaughter), northwest and west Austin areas (west of MoPac).   

B.8  target POPulatiOns – 0-14 in age
One of the main priorities through the public input process has been on the delivery of aquatic facilities for 
children.  Therefore this analysis was performed for the children in ages 0-14.  Since there is a ten-year horizon 
for this plan, we have included the entire population of this age group rather than just teens.  Of the 200 
census tracts, the same general areas exhibited the greatest needs as the analysis for the total population 
with very minor differences. 
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Figure B.1: Total Population - Population Density
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Figure B.2: Total Population - Social Needs and Conditions
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Figure B.3: Target Population – Children Ages 0-14 – Population Density
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Figure B.4: Target Population – Children Ages 0-14 – Social Needs and Conditions
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APPENDIX C -PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT SUMMARIES 
C.1 Summary Of PubliC meetingS
The following public meetings were held during the three phases of the development of the Aquatic Master 
Plan. In all, the planning team met with the community on over 60 separate occasions in order to determine 
their priorities and desires for the future of aquatic facilities and programs in Austin. 

C.1.1 Phase I – Aquatic Facilities Needs Assessment (see that document for meeting 
summaries)

 � Neighborhood Workshops (8 from August 2013 to November 2014)

 – Northwest Austin  
 – Anderson High School - August 19, 2013
 – Northwest Recreation Center - November 21, 2014
 – Southwest Austin
 – Bowie High School - August 20, 2013
 – Dittmar Recreation Center - November 19, 2014
 – Northeast Austin
 – LBJ High School - August 21, 2013
 – Turner Roberts Recreation Center - November 23, 2014
 – Southeast Austin
 – Dove Springs Recreation Center - August 22, 2013
 – Mendez Middle School - November 23, 2014

 � First Round of Public Workshops (4 in August 2013)
 – Anderson High School
 – Bowie High School
 – LBJ High School
 – Dove Springs Recreation Center

 � Second Rounds of Public Workshops (4 in November 2013)
 – Dittmar Recreation Center
 – Northwest Recreation Center
 – Turner Roberts Recreation Center 
 – Mendez Middle School

 � Open Houses (2 in December 2013)
 – Turner Roberts Recreation Center Community Holiday Dinner  - December 14, 2013
 – Dove Springs Recreation Center Christmas Gift Give-away and Festival – December 19, 2013

 � Television and Telephone Town Hall (April 2014)
 – Interactive Town Hall Meeting - April 29, 2014

C.1.2 Phase II - SWIM512 Meetings
 � On-site Community Conversations (3 Municipal Pools and 8 Neighborhood Pools in August 2015)

 – Municipal
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 – Garrison August - 17, 2015
 – Mabel Davis - August 19, 2015
 – Northwest August - 19, 2015
 – Neighborhood Pools
 – Dittmar - August 17, 2015 
 – Dick Nichols - August 18, 2015 
 – Dove Springs - August 18, 2015 
 – Patterson - August 20, 2015 
 – Brentwood - August 21, 2015 
 – Martin - August 21, 2015 
 – Dottie Jordan - August 22, 2015
 – Givens - August 22, 2015 

 � Neighborhood Talks at neighborhood association and organization meetings (14 meetings September 
through November 2015)
 – Gracewood Neighborhood Association -  September 1, 2015 
 – Allendale Neighborhood Association - September 2, 2015
 – East Town Lake Community Neighborhood Association - September 2, 2015
 – River Oak Neighborhood Association - September 8, 2015
 – Colony Park Neighborhood Association - September 21, 2015 
 – ANC Monthly General Meeting: Meet/Greet - September 23, 2015
 – Restore Rundberg Meeting - September 24, 2015
 – Ramsey Park Neighborhood Association Meeting - September 28, 2015
 – South River City Citizens Association - October 5, 2015 
 – Colony Park National Night Out - October 6, 2015
 – Armadillo Park National Night Out - October 6, 2015
 – AISD Let’s Talk Community Engagement Meeting - October 9, 2015
 – Friends of Gus Garcia Park and Recreation Center - October 28, 2015
 – Austin Council of Parent Teacher Associations - November 19, 2015

 � Community Focus Groups (7 meetings in November 2015)
 – Community Engagement Center - November 2, 2015
 – Dittmar Recreation Center - November 3, 2015
 – Turner-Roberts Recreation Center - November 2, 2015
 – Hancock Recreation Center (cancelled for weather) - November 5, 2015
 – Northwest Recreation Center (3 sessions) - November 7, 2015
 – Carver Museum & Cultural Center - November 12, 2015
 – Gus Garcia Recreation Center - November 23, 2015

C.1.3 Phase III - Aquatic Master Plan Meetings
 � First Round of Public workshops (2 in March 2016)

 – Dove Springs Recreation Center - March 7, 2016
 – Turner-Roberts Recreation Center - March 8, 2016
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 � Neighborhood Meetings (2 one in April and one in August 2016)
 – Pecan Springs Neighborhood Association - April 9, 2016
 – Colony Park Neighborhood Association - August 15, 2016

 � Focus Group Meetings (2 in June 2016)
 – Lamar Senior Activity Center - June 30, 2016
 – Northwest Recreation Center - June 30, 2016

 � Second Round of Public Workshops (4 in July 2016)
 – Circle C Community Center - July 12, 2016
 – Montopolis Recreation Center - July 13, 2016
 – Spicewood Spring Branch Library -  July 20, 2016
 – Asian American Activity Center - July 21, 2016

 � Third Round of Public workshops (in June 2017)
 – Pan Am Recreation Center - June 10, 2017
 – Spicewood Springs Public Library - June 13, 2017
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TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM NUMBER 1 
AUSTIN AQUATIC MASTER PLAN 
PROJECT NO. 15092 

 

Phase A – Public Input Process 

The following activities have been completed as part of Phase A – Process Development Phase 

1. The Public Involvement Plan (PIP) was completed and approved on January 8, 2016. Several meetings
were held in the preparation of this Plan. Presentations were made to the Land, Programming, and
Facilities Sub-committee on January 11 and to the Park Board on January 26, 2016, at which meetings
these bodies approved the plan.

2. Meetings were held with the Aquatic Advisory Board.

3. A Staff and Stakeholder PowerPoint presentation was prepared.

4. PARD Staff met with the Technical Advisory Group (TAG), Aquatic Advisory Board (AAB), and District
Representatives Group (DRG) to provide an orientation to the process.

5. The web based survey was finalized, published, and promoted by the PARD PIO using Survey Monkey.

6. The database of stakeholders which was started as part of Dr. Cortez’ SWIM 512 initiative is continuously
being updated. This list was used to promote attendance for the workshops and to complete the
surveys. A copy of the database which was color coded as to who was contacted and how was
provided to PARD.

7. The first two Community Meetings were held (only one was in the scope of services) on March 7 and 8,
2016. Two meetings were held to better distribute the meetings throughout the community. A 16-page
summary of the meetings is attached which includes documentation of the process, notifications,
meeting materials, format, and summaries of the engagement.

8. In addition, Adisa Communications continues to meet with neighborhood and stakeholder groups to
promote the survey and the Master Plan process. A two-page summary is attached (dated April 14,
2016) which identifies the targeted communities and process.

9. Following the Public Workshops, a debrief meeting was held on March 28, 2016 to discuss what
worked and what did not, as well as ways to improve the process in future meetings. A few key points
from that meeting include:

a. Earlier coordination of meeting materials and promotional efforts to allow for more coordination
and review.

b. Try more to re-engage the SWIM 512 Stakeholders.

c. More signage at meeting locations to direct attendees.

d. Consultants to take the lead in the meetings with less of a role by PARD Staff.

10. On April 12, 2016 during a Team conference call, it was discussed that PARD would like to engage
youth through their programs at after-school and summer camps regarding the Aquatic Master Plan.
A ten to fifteen-minute time frame would be used and conducted by PARD Central Programming
staff. BCI and Adisa are to provide input on methods and materials to be used in the process.
Suggested methods include:

a. Introduction simply describing that the City is looking to improve its pools and needs the input from
all citizens, especially children who will use the pools.

b. General discussion by PARD staff about pool and swimming safety. Key points such as swimming
with an adult, wearing life jackets, etc. I am sure PARD staff can come up with some great points
based on their swim lesson programs.

1 of 2 



C-6 AUSTIN AQUATIC MASTER PLAN

c. Ask and write down the pools they currently use. Ask what they like about them. Have someone
write the responses on a pad, not a flip chart. You will want to go fast to keep them engaged.

d. Show and discuss the two Aquatic Features visual preferences boards. Give them each two dots
to put on their two favorite pool features they want and would use.

11. PARD Staff also suggested an additional public workshop in a similar format to be held in an
underserved portion of the City. This would take place in May, 2016. Date and location to be set by
PARD. The format would be similar to the original March workshops.

12. PARD Staff asked about the possibility of a separate poll/survey of underserved populations. Adisa is
preparing a proposal with a polling agency to provide these services.

13. The additional meeting would result in moving the workshops originally scheduled in June to be moved
to July. Suggested dates include July 12, 13, 20 and 21, 2016. But, these will be dependent on
availability of suitable locations.

14. At the April 12, 2016 conference call, the details of meeting promotion and supplies were discussed. It
was clarified that the cost of printing of the promotional and meeting materials for the workshops are
to be prepared and provided by the BCI Team. PARD will assist with promotion through distribution of
flyers and other methods, email blasts, Next Door notifications, etc. It was the intent of the
Amendment to the contract to include this in the contract. This clarifies paragraph 2.2.5 of the
Agreement.

Patrick Hoagland, ASLA – Project Manager 

Attachments: 
Community Meeting Summary (16 pages) 
April 14, 2016 Memo on Outreach (2 pages) 

2 of 2 
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AQUATIC MASTER PLAN 
MY AUSTIN. MY POOL. 

COMMUNITY MEETING SUMMARY 
 

 
Process Overview – Master Plan Kickoff Community Meetings 
As part of the consulting team led by Brandstetter Carroll Inc. (BCI), Adisa Communications 
supported a multi-phase stakeholder process in order to educate interested parties, facilitate 
community engagement, and ensure community input on the Aquatic Master Plan (AMP). The 
community engagement process incorporated two open houses in order to diversify the manner 
in which input was received, and in order to include a wide array of public participants who 
might not otherwise be aware of the Aquatic Master Plan. The most common feedback received 
from the public meetings were the following: 

• Longer seasonal hours 
• More shaded areas 
• Better maintenance of pool facilities 

 
Notifications 
The Adisa team utilized a variety of tools to notify potential stakeholders of the two open houses 
and the opportunity to provide input and learn about the Aquatic Master Plan.  Meeting 
notifications were distributed via email to neighborhood associations and stakeholder lists, and 
follow up phone calls were made.  Event posters and flyers were placed in all the Parks and 
Recreation Department’s recreation centers. Yard signs for the two open houses were placed at 
the recreation centers in order to notify recreation center traffic of upcoming open houses.  
Information was posted on “NextDoor,” an internet community calendar.  Time Warner Cable 
News Austin aired a feature on the AMP open houses on Saturday evening, March 5, 2016.   

 
Public Meeting Materials 
Attendees were greeted and given a Fact Sheet, comment card, and “swim lane card.”  The 
“swim lane card” was used as an incentive for participants to view all of the display boards, give 
input, and complete a survey.  A completed swim lane card was entered into a drawing for one 
of five one-day swim passes valued up to $8.00.  Meeting materials were provided in both 
English and Spanish.  
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Overview of Open Houses 
The Aquatic Master Plan Team held two Community Meetings to obtain input on the Aquatic 
Master Plan.  The Community Meetings were held on Monday, March 7, 2016, from 4:30 p.m. to 
7:30 p.m. at the Dove Springs Recreation Center, 5801 Ainez Drive, Austin 78744, and on 
Tuesday, March 8, 2016, from 4:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m., at the Turner-Roberts Recreation Center, 
7201 Colony Loop Drive, Austin, 78724. Approximately 35 attended the first open house, and 
approximately 29 people attended the second open house.   
 
An open house format allowed the public to view illustrative boards and maps of the aquatic 
facilities in Austin and to interact with staff from the Aquatic Department and Brandstetter Carroll 
Inc team.  The illustrative boards covered goals and timeline for the Aquatic Master Plan, history 
and location of water facilities in Austin, and results of Phases I and II of the AMP.  A 
PowerPoint presentation complemented the illustrative boards and maps with additional details 
about the AMP (Presentation included in Attachments).  A Spanish translation hard-copy of the 
Presentation was made available at the open houses. 
 
Participants were asked to indicate their preferences on aquatic features and programs depicted 
on illustrative boards.  Participants were also asked to comment on five questions around the 
Aquatic Master Plan (AMP).  The five questions were also featured on an illustrative board.  The 
full responses to the five questions are provided below as is a tally of input on aquatic features 
and programs.  
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Community Input 
Participants were given a Comment Card with five questions (Attachment B) to collect 
information specific to the AMP.  Participants could also write responses to the questions on a 
post-it note and place it on an illustrative board.   
 
The most suggested changes for aquatics facilities based on written feedback from the 
Comment Cards are as follows:  

• Longer seasonal hours 
• Shaded areas 
• Better maintained pools  

 
In addition, Austin areas most mentioned in need of pool facilities are Colony Park and South 
Austin, in particular the 78744 area.  The most mentioned key factors to consider for older pools 
are costs and funding for repairing and building and distance to the pools. Full results from 
Comment Cards can be found in Attachment G.  
 
The top three aquatics features preferred from the visual preference boards by open house 
participants were:  

• Shade over the pool deck – 16 votes  
• Tall waterslides – 16 votes 
• 50M lap lanes – 14 votes 
• Shade over pool – 14 votes 

 
The top three programming activities from the visual preference boards were:  

• Swim lessons – 39 votes 
• Water fitness – 25 votes 
• Lifeguard training – 26 votes 
• Swim teams – 22 votes  

 
Full results from visual preference boards can be found in Attachment F.  
 
In summary, the suggested changes for Austin pool facilities are longer seasonal hours, shaded 
areas, and better maintained pools. Austin areas most mentioned in need of pool facilities are 
Colony Park and South Austin, in particular the 78744 area.  The most mentioned key factors to 
consider for older pools are costs and funding for repairing and building and distance to the 
pools.  Results from the visual preference facilities boards are as follows:  
 
Other Opportunities for Engagement 
 
Citizens of Austin who could not attend can provide input on the Aquatic Master Plan by com-
pleting on on-line survey at https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/swim512, sending an email to 
swim512@austintexas.gov or calling 512.895.9591.  This information was included in all notic-
es, flyers, invitations, fact sheet, illustrative boards, and PowerPoint presentation.   
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Attachments 
Attachment A:  Fact Sheet (English and Spanish) 
Attachment B:  Comment Card (two sided—English and Spanish) 
Attachment C:   “Swim Lane Card” (two sided—English and Spanish 
Attachment D:  PowerPoint Presentation (English and Spanish) 
Attachment E:  Invitation to Open Houses (two sided—English and Spanish) 
Attachment F:  Full results from the visual preference boards 
Attachment G:  Full results from Comment Cards 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



C-11 

MY AUSTIN. MY POOL.
Join the Swim 512 Discussion and 
Plan the Future of Austin’s Pools

We need your input on Austin’s Pools
Austin’s public pools belong to you. That’s right, the 51 pools and water play 
areas of Austin are yours to enjoy. One thing you might not know? — You and 
other Austinites can help decide the future of our pools by giving us your ideas 
for the Aquatic Master Plan Swim 512.

Be part of the plan
The Master Plan will help the City of Austin Parks and Recreation Department decide how 
to manage aging pool facilities and the development of a guide to determine the future 
location of aquatic facilities to better serve the growing Austin population. Your input 
will help a skillful team of aquatic industry leaders and COA staff develop a vision for 
the next 20 years for the city of Austin aquatic facilities.

What we have heard from Austinites
More than 1,000 citizens, including adults and youth, have participated in public 
meetings. They told us they would like the following:

 • Keep pools open and affordable 
 • Increase hours and swim season 
 • Improve bathhouse, shade, and seating

Who is leading the process?
The Aquatic Division of Austin’s Parks and Recreation Department is in charge of creating the Aquatic Master Plan. 
We are working with industry professionals, a citizen’s advisory board, and you to create a 20-year vision for Austin’s 
aquatic facilities. The Master Plan will be presented to the Austin City Council for adoption in

late 2016.

Here’s how you can give input
Sharing your thoughts is simple. Join a meeting. Fill out a survey. Give us a call. Or send us an email.
YOU CAN FIND OUT MORE HERE: www.austintexas.gov/department/aquatics-assessment
PHONE NUMBER: (512) 895-9591
EMAIL: swim512@austintexas.gov

For more information call (512) 895-9591
Email swim512@austintexas.gov
2818 San Gabriel, Austin, TX 78705

2O14

Pool Assessment
Completed

Swim 512
Completed

Draft Aquatics Master
Plan Presented / 

Community Meetings

Aug 2O15

Final Aquatics Master Plan 
Presented / City Council

Approval (Planned)

Summer 2O16 fall 2O16 dec 2O16march 2O16

Master Plan
Kickoff Meeting

Community Wide
Meetings
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AUSTIN’S POOLS &
WATER PLAY AREAS 
The City of Austin has 51 public pool facilities, which includes 28 
neighborhood pools, 7 municipal pools, 3 wading pools, 11 splash pads, 
1 rental facility at Commons Ford Ranch, and Barton Springs Pool. These 
swimming facilities exist so every Austinite can enjoy our pools and water play facilities. 

For more information call (512) 895-9591
Email swim512@austintexas.gov
2818 San Gabriel, Austin, TX 78705
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Please	share	your	thoughts	about	the	Aquatic	Master	Plan.	
1.		What	changes	would	you	like	to	see	at	Austin	pool	facilities?	
 
 
 
 
 
2.		What	would	you	like	to	remain	the	same?	
 
 
 
 
 
3.		Are	there	any	types	of	programs	or	features	you	would	like	to	see	at	Austin	pool	facilities?	
 
 
 
	
 
4.		Are	there	areas	of	Austin	that	need	pool	facilities?		Areas	or	populations	that	are	underserved?	
 
 
 
 
 
5.		What	are	the	key	factors	the	City	should	consider	when	determining	how	to	address	old	pools	that	

become	in	danger	of	closing	due	to	age	or	condition?	
 
	
	
	
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________	
Thank	you	for	your	input.		Please	leave	your	comment	card	at	the	registration	table.			
	
Public	comments	submitted	here	will	be	considered	as	part	of	the	Aquatic	Master	Plan	process	but	will	not	be	included	in	the	Final	Report.	If	
you	would	like	to	provide	more	comments,	please	visit	our	survey	on	SurveyMonkey	at	https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/swim512.	
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Por	favor,	comparta	su	opinión	sobre	el	Plan	Maestro	Acuático.	
1.		¿Qué	cambios	le	gustaría	en	las	piscinas/albercas	de	Austin?	
 
 
 
 
 
2.		¿Qué	le	gustaría	que	siguiera	igual	?	
 
 
 
 
 
3.		¿Hay	algún	tipo	de	programa	o	partes	de	algun	programa	que	quisiera	que	tuvieramos	en	las	

facilidades	de	piscinas/albercas	en	Austin?	
 
 
 
 
 
4.		¿Hay	áreas	de	Austin	que	necesitan	facilidades	de	piscina/alberca?	¿Áreas	o	poblaciones	que		no	

tienen	suficientes	servicios?	
 
 

 
 
5.		¿Que	debe	la	Ciudad	tomar	en	cuenta	para	decidir	cómo	resolver	el	problema	de	piscinas/albercas	

anticuadas	y	deterioradas	por	los	años	en	servicio	o	por	su	condición?	
 
	
	

	
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________	
Gracias	por	su	aportación.		Por	favor,	deje	su	tarjeta	de	comentarios	en	la	mesa	de	registro.	
Los	comentarios	públicos	presentados	aquí	serán	considerados	en	el	proceso	del	Plan	Maestro	Acuático,	pero	no	se	incluirán	
en	el	informe	final.	Si	desea	proporcionar	más	comentarios,	por	favor	visite	nuestro	cuestionario	en	SurveyMonkey	en	
https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/swim512spanish.	
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Welcome to the Aquatic Master Plan Open House 

 
Staff are here to answer questions and take your suggestions. To enter for a chance to win a city of 
Austin Summer Swim Pass, add a sticker to your swim lane card when you visit each display, write 
your comments on our “We Want to Hear from You” board, and complete a brief survey before you 
leave. Turn in your completed swim lane card to the front desk to enter to win one of 5 one time visit 
swim tickets. 
 

Welcome to the 
Aquatic Master Plan 

	

History of Austin 
Swimming Pools	

About the Master Plan	

We want to hear from 
you 

(complete and give to 
staff member)	

FREE	 What We Know	

Aquatic Facility 
Preferences	

Aquatic Program 
Preferences	

Survey 
(complete and give to 

staff member) 
	

MY
AUSTIN.

MY
POOL.

MY
INPUT.
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Bienvenido a la Recepción Pública del Plan Maestro Acuático 

 
Personal estará presente para responder a preguntas y escuchar sus sugerencias. Para participar en 
la rifa de un Pase de Natación, Austin Summer Swim Pass, ponga una etiqueta en su tarjeta “swim 
lane card” cuando visite cada exhibición, escriba sus comentarios en el CARTEL “Queremos Saber 
su Opinión - We Want to Hear from You,” y complete una breve encuesta antes de irse. Entregue su 
tarjeta de natación una vez completada a la mesa de recepción para la rifa de natación para ganar 
una de 5 visitas.  

Bienvenido a la 
Receipción Pública 
del Plan Maestro 

Acuático 
	

Historia Aquática - 
Austin  

El Plan Maestro 
Acuático	

Queremos saber lo 
que usted desea 

(completa y devuelva al 
miembro del personal) 

	

Gratis	 Lo Que Sabemos 

Preferencias de las 
Comodidades 

Aquática	

Preferencias de 
Programa Aquática	

La Encuesta 
(completa y devuelva al 
miembro del personal) 

	

MI 
AUSTIN.

MI 
PISCINA.

MI
OPINIÓN.
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YOU ARE INVITED TO
My Austin. My Pool.

We need your input
Pools and water play areas have been an essential part of the 
Austin community and culture since 1927. Please join us at one of two 
community meetings to help the City of Austin Parks and Recreation 
Department plan for the future. Both meetings will be an Open House format, 
so please come at any time that is easy for you so that you can learn about the 
Aquatic Master Plan and have your questions answered!

March 7, 2O16 Family-friendly, children welcome 
Dove Springs Recreation Center
5801 Ainez Drive, Austin, TX 78744
4:30 p.m. - 8:00 p.m.

March 8, 2O16 Family-friendly, children welcome 
Turner-Roberts Recreation Center
7201 Colony Loop Drive, Austin, TX 78724
4:30 p.m. - 8:00 p.m.

Join the Discussion
Join the community conversation, share your vision, and help shape Austin’s pool and water play areas. Tell us what 
programs, amenities and features, and improvements need to happen to make Austin a community model for
public pools and water play areas. Your input will guide the City leaders, PARD staff, and pool
industry experts lay out a 20-year vision for Austin’s pools and water play areas.

Help create the future of
Austin’s public pool facilities

can’t attend? sharing your thoughts is simple.
Complete a survey: https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/swim512

Give us a call.  Phone Number: (512) 895-9591
Send us an email.  Email: swim512@austintexas.gov

YOU CAN FIND OUT MORE HERE: WWW.AUSTINTEXAS.GOV/SWIM512
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5

	

Page 5 of 5 

Draft	v.7	
4.15.2016	

 
Facilities and Programs Visual Preference Boards Responses 
 

 
 
 
 

March 7 Results Programming Features March 8 Results Programming Features 
• Swim Lessons – 15 • Swim Lessons – 24 
• Snorkeling – 1 • Snorkeling – 5 
• Water Fitness – 8 • Water Fitness – 17 
• Kayaking – 0 • Kayaking – 3 
• Swim Teams – 7  • Swim Teams – 15 
• Lifeguard Training – 9 • Lifeguard Training – 17 
• Scuba Diving – 4  • Scuba Diving – 14 
• Paddleboarding – 2 • Paddleboarding – 6 
• Water Basketball – 1 • Water Basketball – 3 
• Battleship – 3 • Battleship – 4 
• Innertube Water Polo – 1 • Innertube Water Polo – 4 
• Log Rolling – 1  • Log Rolling – 3 
• Synchronized Swimming – 1  • Synchronized Swimming – 3 
• Paddleboard Yoga – 1 • Paddleboard Yoga – 2 
• Water Volleyball – 3  • Water Volleyball – 6 
• Springboard Diving Lessons – 1  • Springboard Diving Lessons – 4 

March 7 Results Facilities Boards March 8 Results Facilities Boards 
• 50M Lap Lanes – 7 • 50M Lap Lanes – 7 
• Family Slide – 3 • Family Slide – 1 
• Climbing Wall – 5 • Climbing Wall – 6 
• Diving Boards – 3 • Diving Boards – 5 
• Dumping Bucket – 7 • Dumping Bucket – 1 
• Lily Pad Bridge – 4 • Lily Pad Bridge – 4 
• Lazy River – 5 • Lazy River – 7 
• Tall Waterslide – 5 • Tall Waterslide – 11 
• Splash Pad – 10 • Splash Pad – 0 
• Shallow Water – 2 • Shallow Water – 4 
• Shade over pool – 7 • Shade over pool – 7 
• Shade over deck – 8 • Shade over deck – 8 
• Vortex – 3  • Vortex – 3  
• Toddler Area – 5 • Toddler Area – 4 
• Indoor lap lanes – 5 • Indoor lap lanes – 3 
• Indoor family activity area – 3 • Indoor family activity area – 10 
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Please share your thoughts about the Aquatic Master Plan. 
	
1.  What changes would you like to see at Austin pool facilities? 
 
More Shade.  Tables and chairs. Charge small fees to help the City maintain pools in middle class areas. 
Need more, at least one more pool, in SE Austin south of Ben White and east of IH 35 
More splash pads and pools south 
Longer seasons 
Shade. Dove Springs pool has no seating. Sticker weeds in the grass.  
Shower area never has shower curtains 
Provide shades 
Less pools but better maintained ones 
Better distribution around the city-equitable  
More in areas that many people have access to 
Evening hours 
Specifically, at Dove Springs—shade/fun 
Poop activities—slides, diving boards, etc. 
Reaching out to community about program neighborhood rec centers/swimming centers offer 
 
 
2.  What would you like to remain the same? 
 
Free admission in lower class areas. 
Repair the one at Dove Spring and maintain in good repair 
Programming such as lessons, teams 
Free pools in lower income areas 
Opening hours 
Keep pools clean 
Relaxed atmosphere 
Hours of operation 
 
 
3.  Are there any types of programs or features you would like to see at Austin pool 

facilities? 
 
Free swimming.  Life guard training. 
Access for Sr. citizens and programs 
Programs for children and adolescents 
More child/young child friendly features (like shallow pools like Deep Eddy) 
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Senior aerobics 
Teach people to swim 
Swim lessons 
Aquatic fitness 
Like soccer water 
Swim plus play—West Enfield is a great model 
Swimming lessons, swim teams 
 
 
4.  Are there areas of Austin that need pool facilities?  Areas or populations that are 

underserved? 
 
I think there should be more splash pads built instead of pools.  Would help with water and help other pools 
with staffing. 
See #1 and YES!   
NOTE: Do a comparison on spending between east of I 35 vs west of 35. Historically, less is spent on east 
of 35. 
South/South East 
Dell Valle has no pools.  
And South Austin has no splash pads or year round pools 
78744 is historically underserved by the city budget 
Yes, S.W. Austin north of 290 
Like in the South 
Far south neighborhood pools are crowded—all the edges 
n/a 
 
 
5.  What are the key factors the City should consider when determining how to address old 

pools that become in danger of closing due to age or condition? 
 
The	volume	of	people	visiting	these	pools	each	year.		Does	it	give	kids	and	families	around	the	area	an	
activity	to	do	especially	in	lower	class	areas.		
Repair,	but	if	beyond	repair,	replace	with	a	new	pool.	We	need	pools	that	are	free	to	the	public	in	SE	
Austin.		
Population,	current	facilities	
Distance	to	other	free	pools	
If	it	is	used	or	not—partly	used	facilities	like	Givens	can	be	converted	to	skate	board	park	
What	is	the	alternative	
What	is	expense	
What	public	transportation	is	available	at	alternative	sites	
Funding	the	pools	
Can	we	centralized	and	upgrade	to	Bartholomew	style?	
Consider	the	population	of	the	surrounding	area	before	closing—how	far	is	the	pool	closest	to	them.	
Demographic:		Is	it	underprivileged	not	have	access	to	water	facilities	
	
	
Post	it	notes	from	board:	
Swimming	race	
Shade:	for	guards	&patrol	
Open	access	
ADA/accessibility		
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Please share your thoughts about the Aquatic Master Plan. 
	
1.  What changes would you like to see at Austin pool facilities? 
 
Updating and repairs for restrooms, covered areas, and landscaping 
Clean functional bath houses and shade 
Year round access 
Water aerobics 
Longer hours 
Longer operation hours during the summer 
Life guards that can relate to all races 
Diversity hiring of people that will be able to help a child become successful 
Better staff 
Longer season 
Longer hours 
Givens needs repairs—showers, changing rooms 
More shade 
 
2.  What would you like to remain the same? 
 
Let the left lanes remain the same size.  50 meters not reduced 
Free neighborhood pools 
Nothing 
Neighborhood pool’s same 
Currently open pools remain open  
Prioritize fixing pools on needs list 
Givens needs to remain the same 
The hours that the pool are open 
 
 
3.  Are there any types of programs or features you would like to see at Austin pool 

facilities? 
 
More swim lessons and swim teams 
Swim fitness would help those in rehab from injuries 
Continue to add ADA equipment 
Swim programs for youth and for adults 
Water aerobics 
Aquatic pool—indoor heated pool 
More swim lessons for younger children in the underserved areas of the city 
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Water polo 
Lifeguard training for free for at risk students helping first job training 
New aquatic facility at Colony Park 
Water aerobics  
 
 
4.  Are there areas of Austin that need pool facilities?  Areas or populations that are 

underserved? 
 
The Colony Park area 
And, the Delco Center, an indoor pool 
There can never be enough pools 
Colony Park/Lakeside neighborhood—we don’t have a pool 
Yes, Colony Park, LBJ Davis & White 
North east Braker Avenue 
Colony Park/Lakeside 
East Austin 
290 East & Springdale 
 
 
5.  What are the key factors the City should consider when determining how to address old 

pools that become in danger of closing due to age or condition? 
 
Do	the	proper	repairs	to	make	them	environmentally	compliant	and	meet	ADA	requirements	
Neighborhood	usage	levels/demands	
Distance	accessibility	to	from	alternative	facilities	
Proximity	to	other	pools	
Population	of	active	swimmers	
Underserved	children	that	don’t	have	transportation	to	go	to	other	pools.		Children	should	have	a	
neighborhood	pool	in	every	community	
Same	funds	and	move	to	other	area	
Prioritize	$	to	fix	them	
The	cost	
Repair	them	if	cost	is	not	too	high	to	repair	
	
	
Post	it	notes	from	board:	
Need	security	lighting	trail	&	signage	
More	shade	at	Walnut	Creek	
Accessible	Access	from	bust	stop	(North	Lamar)	to	Walnut	Creek	Metro	Park	no	sidewalks	exist	
Meeting	rooms	for	teams,	staff,	and	public	(Walnut	Creek)	
Deck	Showers	and	bathrooms	to	be	shared	with	park	users/pool	(Walnut	Creek)	
Senior’s	life	guards	
Pools	that	are	close	down	for	repairs	can	be	change	for	skate	boards	
 



C-23 

 
 
To: Patrick Hoagland 
From: Kevin Opp 
Date: April 14, 2016 
Re: Aquatics Master Plan Community Outreach Memo 
 
Process Overview  
 
Drawing from the City of Austin’s Neighborhood Association database, Adisa team members are 
contacting leadership from underrepresented neighborhoods and minority focused organizations. Calls 
and follow-up emails are then made requesting that an Adisa team member be placed on the agenda to 
make a presentation during the Neighborhood Association’s or organization’s regularly scheduled 
meeting time.  

Targeted Community Presentations 

Adisa is targeting neighborhood associations in the following zip codes in communities 
underrepresented by public aquatic facilities in West and Northwest Austin. 

 78759 
 78750 
 78730 
 78732 
 78733 
 78735 
 78726 

 
Adisa is also targeting neighborhoods associations in the following zip codes in minority communities in 
Northeast and Southeast Austin:  

 78702 
 78721 
 78723 
 78752 
 78753 
 78741 
 78744 

 
Additionally Adisa is targeting the following organizations: 

 NAACP 
 Austin Council of PTA’s 
 Boys and Girls Club 
 Central Texas Water Safety Coalition 
 Foundations Communities 
 Go Austin (Vamos Austin) 
 Urban League 
 Easter Seals Central Texas 
 Austin Interfaith 
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 Austin Optimist Club 
 Communities in Schools 
 Austin Swim Club 
 Colin’s Hope 
 Joe Jamail Foundation 
 Young Men’s Business League 
 Austin Sunshine Camps 
 Austin Sports Academy 
 Jewish Community Center 
 YMCA swimming programs 

 
Attendees are presented with information from the attached fact sheet, invited to complete the online 
summary, and informed about the upcoming charrette series. An Adisa team member is currently 
scheduled to present on the following dates: 

 Windsor Park – completed on 3/12 
 Pecan Springs/Springdale Neighborhood – 4/2 @10 
 Mueller Neighborhood – 4/16 @10 
 East MLK Combined Neighborhood  - 4/18 @ 7:15  
 Harris Branch Master Association w Michael McLaughlin (week of March 28) 
 University Hill Neighborhood Association –August Regularly Scheduled Meeting 

Additionally Adisa team members have already reached out to the following organizations: 
 Responsible Growth for Windsor Park  
 Mueller Neighborhood Association  
 LBJ Neighborhood Association  
 Axel Lane Neighborhood Association 
 Sweeney Farms Neighborhood Association  
 Colony Park Neighborhood Association 
 Agave Neighborhood Association 
 Cavalier Neighborhood Association  
 Heritage Village Neighborhood Association 
 Imperial Valley Neighborhood Association 
 Eastfield Neighborhood Association 
 Jackie Robinson Acres Neighborhood Associations 



C-25 

Technical Memorandum Number 3 
Austin Aquatic Master Plan 

TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM NUMBER 3 
AUSTIN AQUATIC MASTER PLAN 
PROJECT NO. 15092 

 

Technical Memorandum #3 includes the following components: 

1. SWIM 512 Survey Results (Prepared by Cara Welch)

2. June 30 Focus Group Agendas and Summaries

Summary of the focus groups held on June 30, 2016 in advance of the July Public Workshops.

3. July Public Workshops Summaries

Summary of the four public workshops held in July, 2016

4. Neighborhood Association Meetings Summaries.

Summaries of the individual Neighborhood Association Meetings

5. Youth Stakeholder Group Preferences

Summary tables from the after school program and summer day camp programs
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SWIM 512 SURVEY RESPONSE SUMMARIES 
The survey was conducted using Survey Monkey and printed versions that were then 
inserted into Survey monkey.  A total of nearly 1,700 persons participated.  The following 
are some of the key results.  The responses were distributed as indicated on the following 
map.    
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SWIM 512 SURVEY RESPONSE SUMMARIES 
The survey was conducted using Survey Monkey and printed versions that were then 
inserted into Survey monkey.  A total of nearly 1,700 persons participated.  The following 
are some of the key results.  The responses were distributed as indicated on the following 
map.    
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Question 1 - During the past 12 months, have you or any member of your household visited an 
outdoor aquatic facilities in the City of Austin? 

Question 2 - From the following list, please select ALL of the outdoor aquatic facilities that you or 
members of your house hold have visited in the past 12 months.  

Yes, 84%

No, 16%

Visitation to Austin Pools  

0%

5%

6%

8%

20%

29%

51%

54%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

Springwoods Pool

Mabel Davis Pool

Walnut Creek Pool

Garrison Pool

Bartholomew Pool

Northwest Pool

Deep Eddy Pool

Barton Springs*

Municipal Pools Visited in the Past 12 Months

9%

12%

12%

12%

13%

14%

19%

0% 2% 4% 6% 8% 10% 12% 14% 16% 18% 20%

Balcones Pool

Shipe Pool

Ramsey Pool

Brentwood Pool

Dick Nichols Pool

Westenfield Pool

Big Stacy Pool

Neighborhood Pools Visited in the Past 12 Months

7%

10%

10%

10%

11%

13%

0% 2% 4% 6% 8% 10% 12% 14%

Clarksville Splash Pad

Ricky Guerrero Splash Pad

Bailey Splash Pad

Liz Carpenter Splash Pad

Bartholomew Splash Pad

Pease Splash Pad

Splash Pads Visited in the Past 12 Months
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Question 1 - During the past 12 months, have you or any member of your household visited an 
outdoor aquatic facilities in the City of Austin? 

Question 2 - From the following list, please select ALL of the outdoor aquatic facilities that you or 
members of your house hold have visited in the past 12 months.  
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Question 1B- How would you rate the overall physical condition of the facilities you have visited 

25%

21%

17%

35%

Frequency of Visitiation to Austin Pools

1 to 5 visits

6 to 10 visits

11 to 19 visits

20 or more visits

10%

36%
48%

7%

Condition of Austin Pools

Excellent

Very Good

Good

Poor
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Question 1B- How would you rate the overall physical condition of the facilities you have visited 
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20 or more visits
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36%
48%
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Condition of Austin Pools

Excellent

Very Good

Good

Poor

Question 3- Which three of the facilities from the list in Question #5 did you visit the most in the 
last 12 months? 
The most sited responses were Barton Springs Pool with a total of 475 responses, Deep Eddy Pool 
with 432 total responses, and Northwest Pool with 272 total responses.  Other popular answers 
were various neighborhood pools and splash pads. 

Question 4- Please indicate ALL the reasons that prevent you or other members of your 
household from using aquatic facilities and programs of the City of Austin more often. 
The most common answer provided to question 7 aside from the answer choices provided was 
that patrons did not use the pools because they were closed for various reasons (35.98%).  
Respondents cited causes from lifeguard shortages, to maintenance issues, to lack of pool hours 
that met the needs of the community and usage.  The second most common responses referred 
to the type of amenities being offered (18.11%).  Many respondents stated that the lack of an 
indoor pool, or heated pool caused them to use other facilities.  Others noted lack of lap lanes, 
inadequate bathrooms, showers, and changing areas, and other amenities like toddler play 
areas, benches, lounge space and shade.  The third most common response was a short swim 
season (15.14%).  Respondents felt that the pool season did not meet the need of the extremely 
hot and long summers of Austin.  Other reasons given were lack of maintenance of the facilities, 
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Question 5. What day and time does your swim or pool visits fall? 

6%

12%

17%

20%

24%

28%

29%

34%

39%

40%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40%

Before 9am (Weekends)

Before 9am (Weekdays)

Noon-3:00pm (Weekdays)

9:00am-Noon (Weekdays)

9:00am-Noon (Weekends)

Noon-3:00pm (Weekends)

My times vary on Weekdays

3:00-6:00pm (Weekends)

My times vary on Weekends

3:00-6:00pm (Weekdays)

Pool Visit Times - Summer 

4%

7%

7%

9%

11%

14%

16%

18%

18%

25%

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25%

Before 9am (Weekends)

Before 9am (Weekdays)

Noon-3:00pm (Weekdays)

9:00am-Noon (Weekdays)

9:00am-Noon (Weekends)

Noon- 3:00pm (Weekends)

My times vary on Weekdays

3:00-6:00pm (Weekends)

3:00-6:00pm (Weekdays)

My times vary on Weekends

Pool Visit Times - Non-Summer 

Question 6. Please select (all) options below that describe the type of pool user you are? 
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Question 7. With the tremendous success and popularity of Bartholomew Pool, how likely would 
you support the development of large family aquatic centers in regional locations throughout 
the city? 

Question 8- If you are (unlikely or extremely unlikely) to support the development of aquatic 
centers in regional locations throughout the city, can you provide reasons why?  
The most common answer provided to question 8 aside from the answer choices provided was 
the cost to support regional aquatic centers (26.13%).  Respondents were concerned about 
both increased taxes and entry fees into the facilities.  An addition 25.13% of the open ended 
answers provided stated that they preferred the neighborhood pool, which was an answer 
choice.  The next most common response was in reference to proposed areas for regional 
centers (9.55%).  Respondents were concerned that they would have to drive to these facilities, 
or that they would not be distributed equitably around Austin.  The third most common response 
was the preference for other types of facilities (9.05%).  Respondents noted places like Barton 
Springs and Deep Eddy, natural swim facilities, and non-chlorinated pools.  Some referenced the 
need for heated pools and indoor facilities.  Other concerns were staffing needs, safety, and 
crowding, which was an answer choice given. 

Question 9- In 2013, the City conducted an Aquatics Needs Assessment and discovered many 
pools were in critical need of repair to remain in operation.  The City wants to have criteria in 
place to help determine what they should do when a pool is no longer feasible to operate in 
their current condition.  What criteria do you feel should be most important in making the 
determinations?   
The most common answer choice to question 12 aside from the answer choices provided was to 
establish criteria based off of neighborhood need or the benefit that having an aquatic facility 
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19%

8%
5%

Support for the Development of Large Family Aquatic 
Centers in Regional Locations throughout the City

Extremely Likely

Likely

Neutral

Unlikely

Extremely Unlikely

would add to the quality of life of that area (26.26%).  Respondents believed the availability of 
private and other community pools should be considered before closing any pools.  If the 
neighborhood pool is an asset that enhances the quality of life of the neighborhood, then 
respondents felt it should be preserved.  The next most common response was that people 
believed that pools should be repaired regardless of the cost (25.7%).  Respondents stated that it 
was community preference to preserve the pools, therefore funding should be applied to repair 
and replace them.  Similarly, the third most common response was preferred pool maintenance 
(13.41%).  Respondents stated that the department should prioritize funding to maintain the 
pools so that they do not deteriorate to a condition no longer feasible to operate.  Other 
suggestions provided included the type of facility, who it serves, the historical significance, the 
neighborhoods ability to provide addition funding for repairs, and the pools proximity to other 
recreational facilities. 
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Longer Feasible
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Question 10. What approach do you believe the City should take when a pool is beyond repair? 
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Question 11 - Do you believe there should be a series of multisport aquatic facilities across the 
City dedicated to competitive swimming and training?  
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Question 12 - How likely would you support a centrally located Natatorium? A natatorium is an 
aquatic facility with an indoor swimming pool, running track, climbing walls, and exercise room? 

29%

29%

22%

12%

8% Strongly Favor

Favor

Neutral

Oppose

Strongly Oppose

Support for a Centrally Located Natatorium

Question 13 - Given the limited amount of resources and funding, how do you believe the City 
should prioritize repairs or renovations to all City pools?  
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Question 14 - Given the limited amount of resources and funding, how likely would you pay a 
fee at pools that currently do not charge an entrance fee? 

Question 15 - The following are actions that the City of Austin may consider to improve aquatic 
facilities and services. Please indicate whether you would be very supportive, somewhat 
supportive, supportive, not supportive, or not sure of each action by circling your option.  
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Most Important Actions that the City of Austin May Consider to Improve Aquatic 
Facilities and Services

Question 16- As you may be aware, the City is working on various strategies to increase the 
number of lifeguards.  Do you have any helpful ideas or suggestions on how we might recruit 
more individuals for these positions? 
The most common response to improve lifeguard hiring and recruitment was to partner with 
local high schools (37.06%).  Many respondents stated that recruitment could be done through 
the high schools and that training could be provided for PE credit.  The next most common 
response was to increase wages (32.98%).  Some respondents specifically cited the City of Austin 
living wage, others stated that lifeguards should be paid competitively and fairly for the skills 
they are required to have.  Another popular response was to provide other benefits to lifeguards 
(22.49%).  Many respondents provided examples like PE credit, college credit, and college 
scholarships.  Other suggestions were hiring bonuses, incentives to returning guards, and other 
Austin perks from local businesses.  Other responses suggested targeted outreach, social media 
marketing, partnerships with universities and swim teams, and targeting adults.  Many 
respondents suggested year round training and recruitment.   

Question 17- Do you have any additional feedback or comments? 
A total of 703 open ended responses were submitted.  Many of the comments were complex 
and provided multiple suggestions, support for certain elements of the current aquatic system, 
and overall concerns; however, several themes emerged.  Most commonly respondents 
supported the notion of neighborhood pools (33.85%).  Many people stated that they wanted to 
see the current neighborhood pools preserved and maintained.  In many cases respondents 
were concerned that these pools would close, and felt that they should be renovated instead 
(16.5%).  People believe that they should be able to walk to these neighborhood pools and that 
they are an asset for residents to get relief from the extreme Austin weather in the summer.  In 
several comments respondents asked for new neighborhood pools to be built in specific areas 
where they are lacking.  The next most common open ended responses related to other 
improvements that needed to be made to the overall aquatic system (16.93%).  Many of these 
responses mentioned improved programming options, including more swim lessons, more 
programming for seniors, and swim teams.  Many people commented on the need for new, 
different types of facilities, including a natatorium, indoor facility (4.98%), and/or heated pools.  
The need for more and improved splash pads was mentioned in 8.82% of the comments.  Other 
improvements mentioned addressed amenities at the pools- shade, benches, water play 
features.  Many comments addressed the need for more and better maintained bathrooms.  
Also, commonly expressed was the desire for an extended swim season (13.09%), and more 
lap/recreation swim options and times (8.11%).  Many people expressed their opinions of fees at 
the public pools (4.98%); however, of those comments respondents were divided on whether 
fees should be imposed at the pools or not.  Many people said that they would be willing to pay 
a fee if it meant the pools could be better maintained and that staffing issues would not be a 
problem.  Others felt strongly that the pools should stay free.  Other respondents requested that 
the department carefully prioritize the spending where there is most need (4.55%).  A large 
number of respondents gave general support for what the Aquatic Division is currently doing 
(12.8%).  They provided positive feedback to the hard work of the staff and stated that they 
“cherished” Austin pools.   
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BCI101 
CITY OF AUSTIN AQUATIC DEPARTMENT 
AQUATIC MASTER PLAN 
SWIM 512 FOCUS GROUP MEETING 
MEETING DATES: 
6.30.16 

AQUATIC MASTER PLAN 
MY AUSTIN. MY POOL 

FOCUS GROUP DISCUSSION MEETING SUMMARY 

Process Overview – Focus Group Meetings 
As part of the consulting team led by Brandstetter Carroll, Inc. (BCI), Adisa Communications 
supported two follow up meetings with an established Focus Group for the Aquatic Master Plan. 
Two open public community meetings were held in March 2016 to obtain preferences on aquatic 
features and programs depicted on illustrative boards.  The input on aquatic features and 
programs gathered from the established Focus Group and the community meetings were 
developed into three alternatives for Austin’s aquatic facilities. 

Notifications 
Adisa sent email invitations and made phone calls to the Focus Group stakeholder list, 
neighborhood associations, and the Aquatic Division’s subscription lists. 

Meeting Materials 
Attendees were provided with a workbook containing facts about Austin swimming pools, three 
Aquatic Master Plan alternatives, pros and cons for each alternative, and criteria to rank for 
redeveloping or closing existing pools. 

Overview of Focus Group Meetings 
The Aquatic Master Plan Team held two Focus Group meetings on Wednesday, June 30, 2016. 
The first meeting was held from 11:30 – 1:00 at Lamar Senior Activity Center, 2874 Shoal Crest 
Avenue.  The second meeting was held from 7:00 – 8:30 at Northwest Recreation Center, 2913 
Northland Drive. Approximately 13 people attended the earlier meeting, and 21 attended the 
evening meeting.  

Three alternatives were presented to the Focus Groups: 
• Alternative #1: Neighborhood Pool Focused;
• Alternative #2: Regional/Community Pool Centered; and
• Alternative #3: Combination Alternative.

Participants were asked to write in their workbooks reactions/responses to each of the three 
alternatives.  The Adisa facilitator asked the following three questions to obtain feedback on 
each alternative:  1) What do you like about the alternative; 2) What do you not like, and 3) How 



C-44 AUSTIN AQUATIC MASTER PLAN

can this alternative be improved?  The participants were also asked to rank criteria to be used in 
closing or upgrading existing aquatic facilities. 

Focus Group Input 
The two focus groups favored Alternative #3, the Combination Alternative, in that it provides a 
frame for planning for several options and keeps the neighborhood pools as part of the plan.  
Both groups emphasized the value of neighborhood pools as part of their communities and 
requested that their neighborhood pools be kept open and maintained.   

The criterion to evaluate closure or redevelopment of exiting pools that emerged are as follows: 
• Current annual visitation to the pool;
• Population within a mile of the pool;
• Distance to other pools; and
• Costs to upgrade to current standards.

Features, costs, and locations were the focus of discussions on Alternative #1: Neighborhood 
Pool Focused.  Participants indicated that features could be varied depending on the need of 
the neighborhood; all groups were in favor of shade, bathhouses, and lap lane features.  
Concern was expressed about costs to maintain and/or upgrade existing pools, especially the 
costs of the shortage of lifeguards.  Focus group participants wanted more information on how 
the City would determine where neighborhood pools would be built. 

Participants questioned the expense of Alternative #2, Regional/Community Pool Centered, in 
terms of land use, transportation, and entrance fees.  Participants asked how much acreage this 
plan requires and where community pools would be situated.  Participants also questioned the 
equitability of charging entry fees and in transportation to and from the pools, especially for 
lower income neighborhoods.  Participants indicated in their discussions that funds would be 
better used to fix and maintain existing pools.   

The consistent comment from the focus groups during discussions of alternatives is that 
neighborhood pools are important to the community.  The consistent question is how do existing 
neighborhood pools fit into the Aquatic Master Plan.  One participant’s written response, “There 
could be both neighborhood and centralized facilities. But there is no doubt that neighborhood 
pools work and the City should be committed to maintain them” summarizes the support the 
Focus Group participants feel for their neighborhood pools. 

Future Opportunities for Engagement 
Four open public community meetings are scheduled for July 12, 13, 19, and 20 in various 
locations around Austin. Flyers will be distributed, notices will be posted, email blasts will be 
sent, and reminder phone calls will be made   

Attachments and Photographs 

Appendix A – Workbook 
Appendix B – Meeting flyer 
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We want to hear your thoughts on the future of Austin’s aquatic facilities.  

Today you have the opportunity to give feedback on draft ideas for the  

Swim 512 Aquatic Master Plan. We appreciate your help with this process.

We need your input on Austin’s Aquatic Facilities and Programs
Austin’s public pools and water play areas are yours to enjoy. We are working with industry 

professionals, a citizen’s advisory board, and you to create a 15-30 year vision for Austin’s 

aquatic facilities. Your input will help determine how to best manage aging pool facilities 

and guide installation of new pool facilities to best serve the Austin community.  

The Master Plan will be presented to the Austin City Council for adoption in late 2016. 

 

 

THANK YOU FOR PARTICIPATING!

•	  Today, more than 1 million people use  
Austin’s public pool facilities. 

•	  Aging pools, growth, and funding pressures 
make strategic and sustainable planning a 
necessity

•	  Advancements in technology, materials, and 
science can be included in the aquatic system

•	  Public health and safety issues can be 
addressed

Facts  

About Austin’s  

Public Pools 
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This alternative focuses on creating a 

system of smaller, neighborhood-serving 

pools throughout the Austin community. 

In this alternative we upgrade existing 

facilities, for example adding:

• new bathhouse

• lap lanes

• activity pool with zero depth access

• new deck

• landscaping

• shade structures

An example of a neighborhood pool with 

these upgrades is Westenfield pictured on 

page 5.

The Neighborhood Pools alternative requires 

numerous facilities to equitably serve Austin 

residents, possibly as many as 50 facilities.

ALTERNATIVE EVALUATION

•  Each facility located within a walkable or

bikable distance

• Costs less to build each facility

• All facilities are free

•  More facilities cost more to operate

and maintain

• More facilities require more lifeguards

•  Lack of variety and features across

the system

•  Doesn’t bring money back into pool system

Alternative #1: Neighborhood Pools Focused

PROS CONS
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Alternative #1: Neighborhood Pools Focused
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Additional Comments:

Alternative #1: Neighborhood Pools Focused

Neighborhood PoolTypical Neighborhood Pool

Shade Lap Pool

Activity Pool Beach Lawn
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In this alternative there is a mix of facility 

types including larger regional and 

community scale facilities, each serving 

multiple neighborhoods across Austin. 

Community Pools would serve a three-mile 

or ten-minute drive area and the Regional 

Family/Fitness Centers would serve an 

even larger area, about a five-mile radius 

or 15-minute drive area. Based on Austin’s 

current size, this alternative would require 

about 3 Regional Fitness Aquatic Centers, 

4 Regional Family Aquatic Centers, and 14 

Community Aquatic Centers. Examples of 

these facilities can be found on pages 8-9.

PROS CONS

•  Least expensive option to build out

and maintain

•  Requires the fewest number of

lifeguards

•  Least expensive way to serve the

entire community equitably

•  Increased programming options like

swim lessons, meets, and lifeguard

training

• Residents will have to travel farther

•  Most facilities would require an

entrance fee

Alternative #2: Regional/Community Pool centered
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Alternative #2: Regional/Community Pool centered

Sprayground Slide

Lap LanesActivity Pool

4'-0"

2 1/2"

Community Pool

Wading Pool Lap Pool

Activity PoolSlides

Regional Family Aquatic Center 



C-53 

9

Additional Comments:

Alternative #2: Regional/Community Pool centered

Family BayDive/Slide Pool

Wading Pool50M Lap Pool

Regional Fitness Aquatic Center
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This alternative provides aquatics users 

the opportunity to utilize four different 

types of facilities: Regional Family/Fitness, 

Community, and Neighborhood pools. 

Regional Family and Regional Fitness 

Aquatic Centers would be distributed 

throughout the City to serve everyone 

equitably, supplemented by Community 

Pools. Where there are gaps between the 

larger facilities, Neighborhood Pools would 

give residents access to facilities closer to 

their home. This alternative would require 

approximately 4 Regional Family Aquatic 

Centers, 3 Regional Fitness Aquatic Centers, 

8 Community Pools, and 14 Neighborhood 

Pools.

PROS CONS

•  Provides the most variety of options

for features, fees, and experiences

for residents

• Provides close to home/free options

• Equitably serves all residents

•  Opportunity to generate revenue to

support the aquatic system

• Requires the most investment to build out

Alternative #3: combination Alternative 
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Alternative #3: combination Alternative 

Neighborhood Pool

Shade Lap Pool

Activity Pool Beach Lawn

Sprayground Slide

Lap LanesActivity Pool

4'-0"

2 1/2"

Community Pool
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Regional Family Aquatics Center

Wading Pool Lap Pool

Activity PoolSlides

Regional Family Aquatic Center 

Alternative #3: combination Alternative 

Family BayDive/Slide Pool

Wading Pool50M Lap Pool

Regional Fitness Aquatic Center
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Additional Comments:

Alternative #3: combination Alternative 
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We just talked about a vision for future aquatic facilities, but now we want you to tell 

us what the City should be looking at when evaluating the closure or redevelopment of 

existing pools. Please rank by order of importance from 1 to 11 (with 1 being most important, 

and 11 least important).

WHAT DO WE DO WITH EXISTING POOLS?

 Current annual visitation to the pool

 Distance to other pools

 Population within a mile of the pool

 Costs to upgrade to current standards

 Pool is in a park with other activities

 Age of the pool

 Need to develop bathhouses/bathrooms (significant expense)

 Availability of parking

 Access by public transportation

 Historic or cultural significance of the existing facility

 Other  
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BCI101
CITY OF AUSTIN AQUATIC DEPARTMENT
AQUATIC MASTER PLAN
SWIM 512 COMMUNITY MEETINGS
MEETING DATES:
7.12.16 and 7.13.16
7.19.16 and 7.21.16

AQUATIC MASTER PLAN
MY AUSTIN. MY POOL

COMMUNITY MEETINGS SUMMARY

Process Overview Community Meetings
As part of the consulting team led by Brandstetter Carroll, Inc. (BCI), Adisa Communications 
supported four community meetings held in Southwest, East, Northwest, and Northeast Austin. 
The purpose of the community meetings was to gather public input on three alternatives for 
Austin’s aquatic facilities. An interactive map exercise was introduced for the purpose of 
identifying where to build aquatic facilities in various areas throughout Austin. In total, 
approximately 73 people attended over the four meetings.

Notifications
Adisa sent email invitations and made phone calls to neighborhood associations, stakeholders, 
and previous meeting participants.

Meeting Materials
Attendees were provided with an agenda and concept feedback form. Display boards depicting 
the phases of the Aquatic Master Plan and the three concepts for aquatic facilitates were placed 
around the meeting room.  
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Overview of Meetings 
The Aquatic Master Plan Team held four community meetings to cover four areas of Austin: 
July 12, 2016 Circle C Community Center, 7817 La Crosse Avenue, (Southwest Austin)
July 13, 2016 Montopolis Recreation Center, 1200 Montopolis Drive, (East Austin)
July 20,2016 Spicewood Springs Branch Library, 8637 Spicewood Springs Road, (Northwest
Austin) July 21, 2016 Asian American Activity Center, 8401 Cameron Road, (Northeast Austin)

All meetings were held 6:00 – 8:00 pm. Approximate attendance at each meeting is as follows: 
20 people attended the Circle C meeting, 12 attended the Montopolis meeting, 29 attended the 
Spicewood Springs meeting, and 12 attended the meeting at the Asian American Activity 
Center. 

A PowerPoint presentation covering the phases of the Aquatic Master Plan and the three 
concepts were presented for discussion by Brandstetter Carroll. Three alternatives--Concept 
#1: Neighborhood Pool Focused; Concept #2: Regional/Community Pool Centered; and 
Concept #3: Combination Alternative were explained to the participants. 

Participants were asked to identify their preference from the three concepts and to provide
written feedback on 1) What they like about the alternative; 2) What did they not like, and 3) 
How can the preferred alternative be improved. The participants were also asked to rank 16
criteria to be used in closing or upgrading existing aquatic facilities with one being the highest or 
most important. See Appendix C.

City of Austin Parks and Recreation Department Aquatic staff were available to answer any 
questions about current facilities.  

In addition to the four public meetings, the City of Austin Parks and Recreation Department sent 
via email to their database a survey of the three concepts using the same questions in the 
feedback form used at the public meetings. (See Appendix C).  Fifteen responses were 
received; the responses are included in the Community Input and in Exhibits A and B.

Interactive Map
An interactive map to plan for neighborhood, community, and regional pools was introduced at 
the four community meetings.  Participants placed various sized circles representing the 
different aquatic facilities on a map of Austin to create a layout of where neighborhood, 
community, and regional pools could be built.

Community Input
The four community groups and the email responses, as a whole, favored Alternative #3, the 
Combination Alternative.  Forty-five participants favored Alternative #3, thirteen participants 
favored Alternative #2, and eleven participants favored Alternative #1.  

The top five criterion to evaluate closure or redevelopment of existing pools that emerged are as 
follows:

 Current annual visitation to the pool;
 Population within the service area;
 Location in an area with no pools;
 Costs to upgrade to current standards/condition; and
 Proximity to other public aquatic facilities (avoid overlap).

Participants favored Alternative #3 in that it provides for neighborhood pools as well as larger 
facilities for lap lanes, swim teams, and other aquatic activities.  “Variety,” “multiple uses,” and 
“equitable” were frequently mentioned as positives. As one participant stated about Alternative 
#3, “addresses concerns of those who just want a place to ‘cool off’ that is close to home while 
also ‘thinking big’ with the possibility of offering other aquatic opportunities—competition, water 
polo, synchronized swimming, etc.”

Geographic area of Austin may have impacted the preference of Alternative #2 as a second 
choice. Eight of the ten participants who favored Alternative #2 attended the community meeting 
in Southwest Austin.  Alternative #2 was viewed as “a good compromise choice that utilizes 
economies in scale especially when factoring in private pools available.”  
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The consistent comment from the community groups during discussions of alternatives is that 
neighborhood pools are important to the community. Neighborhood pools were viewed as 
“community hubs,” “gathering places,” and “supporting neighborhood relations.” The focus 
groups placed the same emphasis on neighborhood pools.  Also, universal priorities for the 
community and focus groups was keeping pools open with longer seasons and schedules and
addressing the life guard shortage. Participants did not like having their neighborhood pool 
closed because a life guard was not available.  

Participants were also concerned with costs to build facilities.  Suggestions for offsetting costs 
included collaborative efforts with Austin Independent School District and private-public 
partnerships with Austin based companies. 

Future Opportunities for Engagement
A proposed plan will be presented to Austin City Council at the end of 2016.  Neighborhood 
associations and other special interest groups can schedule a meeting up to October 2016.

Attachments and Photographs
Appendix A – Comments
Appendix B – Criteria Results
Appendix C – Survey
Appendix D – Agenda / Fact Sheet
Appendix E - Presentation

BCI101
CITY OF AUSTIN AQUATIC DEPARTMENT
AQUATIC MASTER PLAN
SWIM 512 COMMUNITY MEETINGS
MEETING DATES:
7.12.16 and 7.13.16
7.19.16 and 7.21.16

APPENDIX A - COMMUNITY COMMENTS
Aquatic Master Plan Community Meetings 

Tuesday, July 12, 2016 / Circle C Community Center, 7817 La Crosse Avenue, 6:00 – 8:00 pm
Wednesday, July 13, 2016 / Montopolis Recreation Center, 1200 Montopolis, 6:00 – 8:00 pm

Tuesday, July 20, 2016 / Spicewood Springs Branch Library, 8637 Spicewood Springs Road, 6:00 – 8:00 pm
Wednesday, July 21, 2016 / Asian American Activity Center, 8401 Cameron Road, 6:00 – 8:00 pm

Email Survey sent by Parks and Recreation Department, Community Engagement 

Participants:
General Mailing list, Neighborhood associations, and stakeholders

Circle C Community Center
20 participants (NOTE: 7 children)
21 responses

Please check which concept you liked the most.
___0 __ Concept #1 Neighborhood Pools Focused
___8___ Concept #2 Reginal/Community Centered
__13___ Concept #3 Combined

Concept #1 Neighborhood Pools Focused
What did you like about this concept?
No comments

What did you not like about this concept?
No comments

How do you think this concept can be improved?
No comments

Appendix A – Community Comments 
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Concept #2 Regional/Community Centered 
What did you like about this concept?
 Funding will keep facilities current
 This was a good compromise choice that utilizes economies in scale especially when

factoring in private pools available (e.g., HOAs, family pools & Nitro)
 It seems to be the most cost-effective.
 Least expensive and I believe can provide adequate swimming programs with smaller built

out of land.
 That most pools are easily accessible by any means of transportation.
 It creates larger versatile pools that people tend to like while maintaining neighborhood

pools that have history and are important to surrounding communities.
 More space, cheaper and upgrade existing pools.
 That it is better for the environment.

What did you not like about this concept?
 There needs to be a price break for affordability/free lunch
 My only complaint would be the user fees. It is palatable if only adults are charged, and the

fees are nominal/reasonable.
 The idea of closing existing community pools. Maybe the city could slowly phase out

neighborhood pools over time as the new pools gain attendance. Then there could be
community input as to cool ideas of what to do with the old pools i.e., skateboard parks,
gardens, playscapes, climbing walls etc. Hopefully get people excited about new
opportunities.

 Hopefully can find land in South Austin area to build multiple community centered pools.
 I am not too happy about paying a fee to get in.
 Additional travel distance. Hopefully not longer than about 10 minutes.
 There’s a lot of it overlaps.

How do you think this concept can be improved?
 Swim passes through schools
 Add concession space to increase revenue stream.
 Perhaps have a “frequent swimmer” card/program where a lap swimmer can pay one annual

fee (of family) to use the pool’s amenities.
 Provide good programs with small entrance fee to maintain them.
 Despite being easy to get to for most there are still groups where you may need to travel

quite a distance to reach a pool.
 In order to figure out what pools to phase out or keep, meet with the community and

neighborhood leaders. It’s not just economics. It’s people with a history.
 Maximize programs e.g., swim team, at large pools using this concept.
 Spread the pools out more.

Concept #3 Combined 
What did you like about this concept?
 Balance
 Good way to utilize current pools and all layers of accessibility with larger facilities.
 This concept would allow access for underprivileged families along with the ability to provide

revenue to the community.
 Most flexible
 Best compromise
 Coverage, needs met, variety
 Ambitious attempt to bring facilities with different focus within reasonable distance
 Variety—multiple uses
 Accessibility and variation of options, overlap
 Okay with fees, with options for passes for regular users or local area residents
 Some level of consolidation to reduce costs without losing the smaller pools
 It provides a little bit of everything
 Affective spread of pools
 Effective compromise between cost and equitable access to swimming for residents

What did you not like about this concept?
 It spaced all the pools (neighborhood and regional) evenly although I feel like keeping

demographics in mind should be crucial.
 Not enough indoor pools
 Farther distance to neighborhood pools but that is understandable
 Cost
 Looks like the most expensive option
 Pools are farther away from people and less available
 Bigger pools, more distance
 Upfront cost could be a hard sell.  More (heterogeneous) facilities could become expensive

to maintain and prone to closure which could disproportionately affect a “combination” type
plan

How do you think this concept can be improved?
 I would focus neighborhood pools in underprivileged areas
 Add public transportation to pools
 Covered pools that are mid-sized
 Sufficient space
 Ensure individualized approach based on community input for each area and facilities and

incorporate creative access/programming for folks with disabilities.
 The interactive mapping table was excellent!
 If there was a little more of the neighborhood pools.
 Create an easy safe path to take to bigger pools.
 All three should be described in a manner more specific to the city. The abstract

presentation is hard to conceptualize in terms of benefits to residents.
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Additional Comments
I’m concerned about having pools for economically disadvantaged kids. I hope you consider 
placing pools on or near AISD schools so that lots of kids would have access for longer periods 
of the year. If you had a deal w/AISD, you might be able to defray more costs.

Montopolis Recreation Center
12 participants
7 responses

Please check which concept you liked the most.
__1___ Concept #1 Neighborhood Pools Focused
__2___ Concept #2 Reginal/Community Centered
__4___ Concept #3 Combined

Concept #1 Neighborhood Pools Focused
What did you like about this concept?
 Free

What did you not like about this concept?
 Funding

How do you think this concept can be improved?
 Re-open closed pools—Palm, Civitan, Kealing

Concept #2 Regional/Community Centered 
What did you like about this concept?
 Bigger, needed in community
 More space and activities

What did you not like about this concept?
 May take away from neighborhood focus
 Nothing

How do you think this concept can be improved?
 Community input

Concept #3 Combined 
What did you like about this concept?
 More options at facilities
 Closer to dense areas
 Service is diversified between rec and fitness
 Income
 It may satisfy different kinds of needs from community and cover the most area of Austin
 Meets several needs
 Provides opportunity to close obsolete pools
 Reduces staffing needs
 Strategic for city growth
 Allows development in underserved areas

What did you not like about this concept?
 Cost to City of Austin therefore to taxpayers
 Still too many pools
 Capital costs—where is money coming from

How do you think this concept can be improved?
 Less overlap and greater accessibility in some neighborhoods
 It may be better if it is done based on a specific requirement analysis, population density

analysis, budget, and so on.
 Reduce number of neighborhood pools
 Consider public transit to pool for youths

Spicewood Springs Branch Library
29 participants
21 responses

Please check which concept you liked the most.
___6__ Concept #1 Neighborhood Pools Focused
___0__ Concept #2 Reginal/Community Centered
__15___ Concept #3 Combined

Concept #1 Neighborhood Pools Focused
What did you like about this concept?
 Neighborhood pools are the most important amenity. Number 3 is ideal but neighborhood

pools are most important.
 Supports neighborhood relations
 Reduces traffic
 Provides swim teams for kids
 More pools/less travel
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 When your regular pool is closed one day a week, you don’t want to drive 10 miles to find 
another. I’m 3 ½ miles from both of my closest pools

 Neighborhood pools are community builders. They are more than just a place to cool down. 
They are gathering places for friends and neighbors. I have 2 kids, ages 6 and 8. We are 
members of the NW Family YMCA with their zero entry pool and slides and yet my kids 
100% prefer Balcones District Park pool over the YMCA. Balcones is where their friends can 
be found. After the novelty of going down a slide the first few times wears off. What they 
really want to do is jump off the wall and splash with friends. I haven’t been able to get them 
to Bartholomew Pool yet because they say they don’t know anyone there. They want to be 
with the neighborhood kids. Beyond just what benefits my family, neighborhood pools that 
are free show Austin’s population that we all count, not just the folks who can afford to pay 
an entrance fee.

 Serves a good cross-section of the population.
 I am most interested in having the pools open for longer season, and I believe that 

neighborhood pools are vital to community strength. Kids will find water. We need to provide 
well supervised places for families to swim.

What did you not like about this concept?
 Pool season is too short. Balcones Pool should continue to be open year-round
 Need basic amenities like shade.
 Fewer water activities for kids but think they’d rather have a pool with no slide than no pool
 There should be a few of the family aquatic pools but heavy on neighborhood pools!

How do you think this concept can be improved?
 Maintenance and operations are important
 Longer swim season
 Shade cover over pools could possibly reduce costs—plant more trees
 I come from a city with one pool that you paid to get in. This is part of Austin’s greatness! 

Lots of parks-lots of free pools!
 Your surveying is skewed—there is doubt that the lower income segment of population was 

fully polled. They are not likely to vote for something they cannot pay an entry fee for. 
 Neighborhood pools are the priority for me. I would like to see the pools open for a longer 

season and to have the neighborhood pool not charge additional fees. Neighborhood pools 
are community hubs. They are vital to improving and maintaining strong communities. Swim 
teams and lessons, lap swimming and family play areas are vital. A city wide natatorium and 
one or two regional centers would be great but not at the cost of the neighborhoods.

Concept #2 Regional/Community Centered 
What did you like about this concept?
No comments

What did you not like about this concept?
 This increases traffic, destroys opportunities for neighbors to meet at the pool and is

unnecessary since we have Zilker Park. (NOTE: Respondent favored Concept #1)

How do you think this concept can be improved?
No comments

Concept #3 Combined 
What did you like about this concept?
 I’d support a natatorium. Regional events draw child development and competitive

swimming
 Preserve free neighborhood pools
 Establish fitness aquatic centers with more features/capacities
 Most equitable
 It is the most feasible and equitable option
 Keep neighborhood pool open as well as larger facilities. Keep Balcones Park Pool open!
 The only realistic choice. The other two are straw men.
 I like 50 meter pool and would like access close to my home
 I think there is a great need for a large aquatic complex in Austin. I have been to many

community pools around the US and have always been astounded that we don’t have one.
There are many competitive swim teams, synchro teams, water polo, and divers that need a
year round indoor facility. A place for lap swimmers to go year round. You could have
income from the above mentioned teams for practice and competitions if you are able to
keep steady income.

 I really want to check concept 1 and 3 independent on criteria used to close pools. (Do not
close pools in less affluent areas!)

 I like the idea of having variety, but that’s about it. I think there are a lot more negatives than
positives.

 Keep some neighborhood pools but add a central, new, more versatile indoor facility open
year-round.

 This concept provides heterogeneous overlapping coverage to meet multiple needs.
 I attend my neighborhood pool almost daily and my wife goes downtown weekly to Deep

Eddy. The combined plan provides both nearby convenience and distant amenities.
 It would address concerns of those who just want a place to “cool off” that is close to home

while also “thinking big” with the possibility of offering other aquatic opportunities—
competition, water polo, synchronized swimming, etc.

 Diversity of ways to give feedback.
 Meets mixed needs but what do we give up to get it.

What did you not like about this concept?
 Possibility of losing existing neighborhood pools
 Some neighborhood pools will close?
 The “conceptual diagrams” don’t work. Do not raze viable facilities to build the Taj Mahal.
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 When your regular pool is closed one day a week, you don’t want to drive 10 miles to find 
another. I’m 3 ½ miles from both of my closest pools

 Neighborhood pools are community builders. They are more than just a place to cool down. 
They are gathering places for friends and neighbors. I have 2 kids, ages 6 and 8. We are 
members of the NW Family YMCA with their zero entry pool and slides and yet my kids 
100% prefer Balcones District Park pool over the YMCA. Balcones is where their friends can 
be found. After the novelty of going down a slide the first few times wears off. What they 
really want to do is jump off the wall and splash with friends. I haven’t been able to get them 
to Bartholomew Pool yet because they say they don’t know anyone there. They want to be 
with the neighborhood kids. Beyond just what benefits my family, neighborhood pools that 
are free show Austin’s population that we all count, not just the folks who can afford to pay 
an entrance fee.

 Serves a good cross-section of the population.
 I am most interested in having the pools open for longer season, and I believe that 

neighborhood pools are vital to community strength. Kids will find water. We need to provide 
well supervised places for families to swim.

What did you not like about this concept?
 Pool season is too short. Balcones Pool should continue to be open year-round
 Need basic amenities like shade.
 Fewer water activities for kids but think they’d rather have a pool with no slide than no pool
 There should be a few of the family aquatic pools but heavy on neighborhood pools!

How do you think this concept can be improved?
 Maintenance and operations are important
 Longer swim season
 Shade cover over pools could possibly reduce costs—plant more trees
 I come from a city with one pool that you paid to get in. This is part of Austin’s greatness! 

Lots of parks-lots of free pools!
 Your surveying is skewed—there is doubt that the lower income segment of population was 

fully polled. They are not likely to vote for something they cannot pay an entry fee for. 
 Neighborhood pools are the priority for me. I would like to see the pools open for a longer 

season and to have the neighborhood pool not charge additional fees. Neighborhood pools 
are community hubs. They are vital to improving and maintaining strong communities. Swim 
teams and lessons, lap swimming and family play areas are vital. A city wide natatorium and 
one or two regional centers would be great but not at the cost of the neighborhoods.

Concept #2 Regional/Community Centered 
What did you like about this concept?
No comments

What did you not like about this concept?
 This increases traffic, destroys opportunities for neighbors to meet at the pool and is

unnecessary since we have Zilker Park. (NOTE: Respondent favored Concept #1)

How do you think this concept can be improved?
No comments

Concept #3 Combined 
What did you like about this concept?
 I’d support a natatorium. Regional events draw child development and competitive

swimming
 Preserve free neighborhood pools
 Establish fitness aquatic centers with more features/capacities
 Most equitable
 It is the most feasible and equitable option
 Keep neighborhood pool open as well as larger facilities. Keep Balcones Park Pool open!
 The only realistic choice. The other two are straw men.
 I like 50 meter pool and would like access close to my home
 I think there is a great need for a large aquatic complex in Austin. I have been to many

community pools around the US and have always been astounded that we don’t have one.
There are many competitive swim teams, synchro teams, water polo, and divers that need a
year round indoor facility. A place for lap swimmers to go year round. You could have
income from the above mentioned teams for practice and competitions if you are able to
keep steady income.

 I really want to check concept 1 and 3 independent on criteria used to close pools. (Do not
close pools in less affluent areas!)

 I like the idea of having variety, but that’s about it. I think there are a lot more negatives than
positives.

 Keep some neighborhood pools but add a central, new, more versatile indoor facility open
year-round.

 This concept provides heterogeneous overlapping coverage to meet multiple needs.
 I attend my neighborhood pool almost daily and my wife goes downtown weekly to Deep

Eddy. The combined plan provides both nearby convenience and distant amenities.
 It would address concerns of those who just want a place to “cool off” that is close to home

while also “thinking big” with the possibility of offering other aquatic opportunities—
competition, water polo, synchronized swimming, etc.

 Diversity of ways to give feedback.
 Meets mixed needs but what do we give up to get it.

What did you not like about this concept?
 Possibility of losing existing neighborhood pools
 Some neighborhood pools will close?
 The “conceptual diagrams” don’t work. Do not raze viable facilities to build the Taj Mahal.
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The new Taj Mahals should go in areas with population but no swim facilities.
 Cost
 As a synchro coach, we have a real need for a 25 yard, six lane pool with a minimum depth

of 8 feet. Other than UT, which we cannot use, there is nothing else in Austin. I hope that
you don’t plan to what our current needs are, but what Austin’s future needs are.

 My major concern is where they will locate these pools. Also, how do you determine which
pools remain open? I use my neighborhood pool regularly. I love that it’s free and it makes
me feel like I get a real sense of community. Neighbors are regularly there. I’m afraid that
the sense of community will be lost as well as affordability.

 I support closing a few pools in order to improve others. Looking at ones that don’t have a
lot of attendance or are close to others. Do not close Balcones Pool.

 These concepts do not tell us what we would be giving up. I love the neighborhood pool at
Balcones District Part.

 The survey on opposite side could be used to justify almost any action, especially the
asterisked ones which could be taken either way.

 Safety was not a variable mentioned in the models, i.e. 1) ability to provide lifeguards, and
2) place to hold swim lessons for all Austin children.

 What do we give up to get this.

How do you think this concept can be improved?
 We need to support/renovate older pools in East and Southeast Austin
 Model neighborhoods pools as large draw areas. One-mile circle under values the

neighborhood pools. Scale service areas by average attendance.
 Longer season! Stay open for evenings and weekends after school year starts in Fall
 Keeping pools open (season, schedules, staffing, maintenance) should be priorities
 Don’t do splash pads. Not worth the costs
 Placement is key. Put new facilities that have nothing. Close permanently the smallest, least

attended, and in worst shape. Avoid closing pools that are getting decent attendance.
 Try to eliminate overlap between neighborhood, community to keep cost down
 Have you been in contact with the area school districts? Could they offer some funding so

that high school teams have a place to practice.
 Have you contacted USA swimming about developing a complex that could be for elite

athletes as well as the community? USA Swimming-USA syncro (probably also diving) want
to have an aquatic facility with dorms where elite athletes can train and the infrastructure
would be in place so that adding a community pool would be less expensive.

 Increase neighborhood pools in areas that are underserved and improve pools that are
falling apart.

 Please keep our diverse population in mind, affordability and easy access are imperative.
 Charge at least $0.50 for entry to help offset costs.
 I also support public/private partnerships to raise funds to build (e.g. Dell, etc.)
 Embrace heterogeneity by outfitting some pools with specialized features that appeal to

special interests willing to commute, e.g. water volleyball at our pool, lazy river at another,
and slide at another.

 Also, add artwork like at Deep Eddy. (This is Austin).
 Consider premium offerings like food or sales/rentals to supplement money while ensuring

broad access.
 A thought to consider (not related to above question): Every 4 years-Olympic years-the

Olympic swim trials are held in Myrtha pools, which are assembled on site and then taken
apart and sold after the event. Look ahead to 2020 and see if this is a viable option for a
new Austin pool Austin would have to supply the land, etc. for it.

 Consider safety-how can we recruit lifeguards to staff all pools? We need a funnel to train
lifeguards.

 Keep neighborhood pools—add regional and area

Asian American Activity Center
12 participants
5 responses

Please check which concept you liked the most.
___0__ Concept #1 Neighborhood Pools Focused
___0__ Concept #2 Reginal/Community Centered
___5__ Concept #3 Combined

Concept #1 Neighborhood Pools Focused
What did you like about this concept?
No comments

What did you not like about this concept?
No comments

How do you think this concept can be improved?
No comments

Concept #2 Regional/Community Centered 
What did you like about this concept?
No comments

What did you not like about this concept?
No comments

How do you think this concept can be improved?
No comments
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The new Taj Mahals should go in areas with population but no swim facilities.
 Cost
 As a synchro coach, we have a real need for a 25 yard, six lane pool with a minimum depth

of 8 feet. Other than UT, which we cannot use, there is nothing else in Austin. I hope that
you don’t plan to what our current needs are, but what Austin’s future needs are.

 My major concern is where they will locate these pools. Also, how do you determine which
pools remain open? I use my neighborhood pool regularly. I love that it’s free and it makes
me feel like I get a real sense of community. Neighbors are regularly there. I’m afraid that
the sense of community will be lost as well as affordability.

 I support closing a few pools in order to improve others. Looking at ones that don’t have a
lot of attendance or are close to others. Do not close Balcones Pool.

 These concepts do not tell us what we would be giving up. I love the neighborhood pool at
Balcones District Part.

 The survey on opposite side could be used to justify almost any action, especially the
asterisked ones which could be taken either way.

 Safety was not a variable mentioned in the models, i.e. 1) ability to provide lifeguards, and
2) place to hold swim lessons for all Austin children.

 What do we give up to get this.

How do you think this concept can be improved?
 We need to support/renovate older pools in East and Southeast Austin
 Model neighborhoods pools as large draw areas. One-mile circle under values the

neighborhood pools. Scale service areas by average attendance.
 Longer season! Stay open for evenings and weekends after school year starts in Fall
 Keeping pools open (season, schedules, staffing, maintenance) should be priorities
 Don’t do splash pads. Not worth the costs
 Placement is key. Put new facilities that have nothing. Close permanently the smallest, least

attended, and in worst shape. Avoid closing pools that are getting decent attendance.
 Try to eliminate overlap between neighborhood, community to keep cost down
 Have you been in contact with the area school districts? Could they offer some funding so

that high school teams have a place to practice.
 Have you contacted USA swimming about developing a complex that could be for elite

athletes as well as the community? USA Swimming-USA syncro (probably also diving) want
to have an aquatic facility with dorms where elite athletes can train and the infrastructure
would be in place so that adding a community pool would be less expensive.

 Increase neighborhood pools in areas that are underserved and improve pools that are
falling apart.

 Please keep our diverse population in mind, affordability and easy access are imperative.
 Charge at least $0.50 for entry to help offset costs.
 I also support public/private partnerships to raise funds to build (e.g. Dell, etc.)
 Embrace heterogeneity by outfitting some pools with specialized features that appeal to

special interests willing to commute, e.g. water volleyball at our pool, lazy river at another,
and slide at another.

 Also, add artwork like at Deep Eddy. (This is Austin).
 Consider premium offerings like food or sales/rentals to supplement money while ensuring

broad access.
 A thought to consider (not related to above question): Every 4 years-Olympic years-the

Olympic swim trials are held in Myrtha pools, which are assembled on site and then taken
apart and sold after the event. Look ahead to 2020 and see if this is a viable option for a
new Austin pool Austin would have to supply the land, etc. for it.

 Consider safety-how can we recruit lifeguards to staff all pools? We need a funnel to train
lifeguards.

 Keep neighborhood pools—add regional and area

Asian American Activity Center
12 participants
5 responses

Please check which concept you liked the most.
___0__ Concept #1 Neighborhood Pools Focused
___0__ Concept #2 Reginal/Community Centered
___5__ Concept #3 Combined

Concept #1 Neighborhood Pools Focused
What did you like about this concept?
No comments

What did you not like about this concept?
No comments

How do you think this concept can be improved?
No comments

Concept #2 Regional/Community Centered 
What did you like about this concept?
No comments

What did you not like about this concept?
No comments

How do you think this concept can be improved?
No comments
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Concept #3 Combined 
What did you like about this concept?
 Both smattering of neighborhood pools with larger pools w/more amenities
 Has good mix with neighborhood pools
 I like to swim laps and love having pools open for a long season or all year long. I also like

the idea of neighborhood pools without a fee for anyone to use during summer. It is great to
get people outside and active. Neighborhood swim team is also very important.

 People need all three kinds of pools for different occasions, activities, group sizes
 Need concept w/indoor pools—maybe not as large as the natatorium.
 Variety is good. Austin needs more of the larger multi-activity pools. Cost and accessibility

for low income families is a priority consideration. I’d suggest an indoor facility at Home
Depot/car dealerships at St. John.

What did you not like about this concept?
 Expense
 Too many regional fitness pools. Two max, one north and one south
 Nothing
 Nothing. I don’t think the other two concepts make any sense. All neighborhood pools are

too expensive and limiting (in terms of possible uses). All regional eliminates free pools.

How do you think this concept can be improved?
 Less pools in all categories. Downsize plans
 The “regional family” and “community” pools should be opportunistically located on basis of

available land to reduce costs.
 More pools available year round. All central or south. Four are available and two are cold.

Could Murchison be enclosed and/or hearted? Maybe a north pool. Bartholomew hours
aren’t great. Could it open at 11 am for the lunch crowd? Suggestion:  M-F 11-7 and SS 1-6.
I would pay a fee.

 Keep working to get a (premier) natatorium in the mix whether as a city/private partnership
or possibility w/AISD.

Criteria for Redevelopment/What do we do with Existing Pools?
See Appendix B
NOTE:  Comments from meeting held July 20, 2016 at Spicewood Springs Public Library:
 Neighborhood pool—longer hours, a) better for environment: reduced traffic; b) supports

neighborhood relations; c) swim teams.
 Please change your presentation from discussing how much the city “loses” on pools per

year. Pools are a subsidized public service that are accounted for in the city budget. The
consultants need to realize that this discussion should not be about trying to “make money”
on pools the discussion needs to be reframed to be making best decisions for all Austin
given our resources. If we are trying to “make money” we’d be having a completely different
conversation.

 I feel like the project planning started two years ago with the assumption that all of Austin

wants fancy, new slides and amenities. The surveys that we’ve been given are heavily 
biased towards regional aquatic centers-leading questions without explanations. People 
want open pools that they can easily access that are maintained! We don’t need fancy 
amenities and if you give folks a survey asking clearly: this or this you’ll get better answers. 
No one is going to want their neighborhood pool closed in exchange for a regional aquatic 
center. 

 Swim teams (summer league and schools) seem to be treated as an afterthought.
Supporting these programs with appropriate facilities and schedules should be a higher
priority.

 Year-round lap-swim opportunities are important and I would be willing to pay to use it, more
so than for family swim facilities. I don’t mind paying for one person to swim laps, paying for
six people to splash gets expensive.

 Amenities are nice but working, functional open pools is the priority.
 More neighborhood pools keep the numbers at the pools down and makes them safer.
 Number 1 criteria: Ability to recruit lifeguards for the facility
 Number 2 criteria: Hub for swim lessons for all kids
 Impact on the neighborhood-teaching kids to swim year round!
 Please consider a renewed relationship with Austin ISD. When the city quit heating

Balcones and Dick Nichols, it left several high school teams without places to train. There
could also be opportunities for swim lessons. If there was a way to have a facility where high
school students could take life guard courses, it might alleviate the need for life guards. I
have heard that several pools were short of guards for the past several years.

 Swim lessons for kids year-round would be doable! Colin’s Hope is doing this successfully.

Interactive Pool Location Exercise
 Closest pool is Dick Nicols
 Preference for community pool south
 Youth prefer larger pools with slides
 Preference for neighborhood pools in “poor” areas
 Consider public transportation
 Need to know where HOA pools are to make informed decisions
 Questions about why we don’t charge at some of the larger neighborhood pools
 Parking at Dove Springs and Dick Nicols is adequate to convert to larger family aquatic

centers
 Look at 50 meter pools and facilities with parking to convert to family and regional fitness

centers

Online Survey Responses
15 responses

Please check which concept you liked the most.
__4___ Concept #1 Neighborhood Pools Focused
__3___ Concept #2 Reginal/Community Centered
__8___ Concept #3 Combined



C-77 

Concept #3 Combined 
What did you like about this concept?
 Both smattering of neighborhood pools with larger pools w/more amenities
 Has good mix with neighborhood pools
 I like to swim laps and love having pools open for a long season or all year long. I also like

the idea of neighborhood pools without a fee for anyone to use during summer. It is great to
get people outside and active. Neighborhood swim team is also very important.

 People need all three kinds of pools for different occasions, activities, group sizes
 Need concept w/indoor pools—maybe not as large as the natatorium.
 Variety is good. Austin needs more of the larger multi-activity pools. Cost and accessibility

for low income families is a priority consideration. I’d suggest an indoor facility at Home
Depot/car dealerships at St. John.

What did you not like about this concept?
 Expense
 Too many regional fitness pools. Two max, one north and one south
 Nothing
 Nothing. I don’t think the other two concepts make any sense. All neighborhood pools are

too expensive and limiting (in terms of possible uses). All regional eliminates free pools.

How do you think this concept can be improved?
 Less pools in all categories. Downsize plans
 The “regional family” and “community” pools should be opportunistically located on basis of

available land to reduce costs.
 More pools available year round. All central or south. Four are available and two are cold.

Could Murchison be enclosed and/or hearted? Maybe a north pool. Bartholomew hours
aren’t great. Could it open at 11 am for the lunch crowd? Suggestion:  M-F 11-7 and SS 1-6.
I would pay a fee.

 Keep working to get a (premier) natatorium in the mix whether as a city/private partnership
or possibility w/AISD.

Criteria for Redevelopment/What do we do with Existing Pools?
See Appendix B
NOTE:  Comments from meeting held July 20, 2016 at Spicewood Springs Public Library:
 Neighborhood pool—longer hours, a) better for environment: reduced traffic; b) supports

neighborhood relations; c) swim teams.
 Please change your presentation from discussing how much the city “loses” on pools per

year. Pools are a subsidized public service that are accounted for in the city budget. The
consultants need to realize that this discussion should not be about trying to “make money”
on pools the discussion needs to be reframed to be making best decisions for all Austin
given our resources. If we are trying to “make money” we’d be having a completely different
conversation.

 I feel like the project planning started two years ago with the assumption that all of Austin

wants fancy, new slides and amenities. The surveys that we’ve been given are heavily 
biased towards regional aquatic centers-leading questions without explanations. People 
want open pools that they can easily access that are maintained! We don’t need fancy 
amenities and if you give folks a survey asking clearly: this or this you’ll get better answers. 
No one is going to want their neighborhood pool closed in exchange for a regional aquatic 
center. 

 Swim teams (summer league and schools) seem to be treated as an afterthought.
Supporting these programs with appropriate facilities and schedules should be a higher
priority.

 Year-round lap-swim opportunities are important and I would be willing to pay to use it, more
so than for family swim facilities. I don’t mind paying for one person to swim laps, paying for
six people to splash gets expensive.

 Amenities are nice but working, functional open pools is the priority.
 More neighborhood pools keep the numbers at the pools down and makes them safer.
 Number 1 criteria: Ability to recruit lifeguards for the facility
 Number 2 criteria: Hub for swim lessons for all kids
 Impact on the neighborhood-teaching kids to swim year round!
 Please consider a renewed relationship with Austin ISD. When the city quit heating

Balcones and Dick Nichols, it left several high school teams without places to train. There
could also be opportunities for swim lessons. If there was a way to have a facility where high
school students could take life guard courses, it might alleviate the need for life guards. I
have heard that several pools were short of guards for the past several years.

 Swim lessons for kids year-round would be doable! Colin’s Hope is doing this successfully.

Interactive Pool Location Exercise
 Closest pool is Dick Nicols
 Preference for community pool south
 Youth prefer larger pools with slides
 Preference for neighborhood pools in “poor” areas
 Consider public transportation
 Need to know where HOA pools are to make informed decisions
 Questions about why we don’t charge at some of the larger neighborhood pools
 Parking at Dove Springs and Dick Nicols is adequate to convert to larger family aquatic

centers
 Look at 50 meter pools and facilities with parking to convert to family and regional fitness

centers

Online Survey Responses
15 responses

Please check which concept you liked the most.
__4___ Concept #1 Neighborhood Pools Focused
__3___ Concept #2 Reginal/Community Centered
__8___ Concept #3 Combined
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Concept #1 Neighborhood Pools Focused
What did you like about this concept?
 Regional means the same thing as denying access to many young Austinites.
 Accessible
 The smaller neighborhood pools are more community focused. They are typically close by to

neighborhoods whereby community can walk and bike to the pool without motorized
transportation.

 Less crowded
 Less travel time to get there... within 1.5 miles/walking distance of my house.
 If I have to travel more distance I won't go. not convenient to go do laps then go back home

to shower before going to work.

What did you not like about this concept?
 You have a duty to steward the parks on behalf of the citizens. To say you cannot fulfill that

mission because of years of neglect is shameful. And then to say it is just as well, most kids
who will not be able to reach the suburbanized style pool set up will just have to suffer?

 Pool areas tend to fall into neglect in areas such as landscaping, grass (or lack thereof) and
fire ant control.

 Not open more months the year... especially since we have good swimming weather at least
8 months out of the year.

 Wish it could open at 7pm to do laps before work.

How do you think this concept can be improved?
 You should put more effort into training life guards. The shortage is of our own making.
 More attention to improving landscape and growing turf for grass areas; irrigation is much

needed.
 During summer keep current hours but when school starts perhaps open early 7- 9 am then

close until 4-7 pm. When swim classes can be offered and lap lanes available.

Concept #2 Regional/Community Centered 
What did you like about this concept?
 Having a year round indoor swim center
 Happy to pay more for quality facilities
 That it does not close down all neighborhood pools.
 This option serves a greater pool of constituents while allowing the city to generate money

off of its investment.

What did you not like about this concept?
 Might not be convenient, traffic is limiting accessibility to some locations
 It does not leave enough neighborhood pools in operation. How will they determine which

pools remain?

 It's cost-prohibitive and doesn't offer equal access to all.

How do you think this concept can be improved?
 Community input
 The combined plan would be better if it had 1-2 less regional/community centers and 4-6

more neighborhood pools.
 Leaving pools in low-income areas open for free or reducing rates for people in those areas

would allow for greater accessibility.

Concept #3 Combined 
What did you like about this concept?
 It's the only realistic one. The others are straw men. The city is not going to build an

additional 20 to 25 neighborhood pools while maintaining the ones you already have. It
would be too expensive and wouldn't staff. Besides, if the city was going to do that, there
would be no need for a master plan.

 The combined plan is obviously what the city is going to do. It should make use of existing
facilities, build new ones in the most underserved areas first, and improve existing pools in
order of how bad a shape they're in.

 You're going to close some existing pools which will be difficult. I think you should use a
common sense approach to closing, starting with pools that have the least features and are
in the worst shape; ideally, after a replacement pool is available.

 Maintains existing neighborhood pools (like Ramsey, our favorite), that are easy to bike/walk
to from home, improvement to deck, surrounding areas provides more family-focused
recreation options with more amenities. provides lap swim at convenient locations
throughout city provides larger facilities for camps, etc. rather than overwhelming
neighborhood pools may reduce overcrowding

 Not to disrespect the work of those who came up with the concept, but it seems that options
#1 and #2 exist only to make option #3 the consensus choice. Option 3 is the only choice to
offer both a diverse range of features and meet accessibility concerns in any real way.

 It seems to bring the greatest opportunity to provide swimming accessibility to the greatest
number of people and areas of the community to maximize the enjoyment of swimming and
all around aquatic pleasure all over the City of Austin. It also provides for free access within
neighborhoods with simpler pool sizes and facilities, but then provides larger and more fully
diverse facilities and opportunities for recreation at additional facilities that involve fees for
those who wish to utilize those or go there occasionally. It also provides revenue to the City
of Austin to help pay for operating the facilities and provides a compromise in the number of
lifeguards needed within any other single other plan.  In essence, there is more of
"something for everyone" in the combined plan.

 serves needs for smaller, free facilities and larger, more amenity facilities
 Larger community pools are nice, but want to keep our small/free neighborhood pool (Shipe

Park).
 Because people don't have to give up their well loved neighborhood pools, but also get

some bigger centers located in multiple areas.
 Focus on the pools that we have and improve the facilities and extend the hours and the

length of the season. I prefer the neighborhood pools and the family fitness centers
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Concept #1 Neighborhood Pools Focused
What did you like about this concept?
 Regional means the same thing as denying access to many young Austinites.
 Accessible
 The smaller neighborhood pools are more community focused. They are typically close by to

neighborhoods whereby community can walk and bike to the pool without motorized
transportation.

 Less crowded
 Less travel time to get there... within 1.5 miles/walking distance of my house.
 If I have to travel more distance I won't go. not convenient to go do laps then go back home

to shower before going to work.

What did you not like about this concept?
 You have a duty to steward the parks on behalf of the citizens. To say you cannot fulfill that

mission because of years of neglect is shameful. And then to say it is just as well, most kids
who will not be able to reach the suburbanized style pool set up will just have to suffer?

 Pool areas tend to fall into neglect in areas such as landscaping, grass (or lack thereof) and
fire ant control.

 Not open more months the year... especially since we have good swimming weather at least
8 months out of the year.

 Wish it could open at 7pm to do laps before work.

How do you think this concept can be improved?
 You should put more effort into training life guards. The shortage is of our own making.
 More attention to improving landscape and growing turf for grass areas; irrigation is much

needed.
 During summer keep current hours but when school starts perhaps open early 7- 9 am then

close until 4-7 pm. When swim classes can be offered and lap lanes available.

Concept #2 Regional/Community Centered 
What did you like about this concept?
 Having a year round indoor swim center
 Happy to pay more for quality facilities
 That it does not close down all neighborhood pools.
 This option serves a greater pool of constituents while allowing the city to generate money

off of its investment.

What did you not like about this concept?
 Might not be convenient, traffic is limiting accessibility to some locations
 It does not leave enough neighborhood pools in operation. How will they determine which

pools remain?

 It's cost-prohibitive and doesn't offer equal access to all.

How do you think this concept can be improved?
 Community input
 The combined plan would be better if it had 1-2 less regional/community centers and 4-6

more neighborhood pools.
 Leaving pools in low-income areas open for free or reducing rates for people in those areas

would allow for greater accessibility.

Concept #3 Combined 
What did you like about this concept?
 It's the only realistic one. The others are straw men. The city is not going to build an

additional 20 to 25 neighborhood pools while maintaining the ones you already have. It
would be too expensive and wouldn't staff. Besides, if the city was going to do that, there
would be no need for a master plan.

 The combined plan is obviously what the city is going to do. It should make use of existing
facilities, build new ones in the most underserved areas first, and improve existing pools in
order of how bad a shape they're in.

 You're going to close some existing pools which will be difficult. I think you should use a
common sense approach to closing, starting with pools that have the least features and are
in the worst shape; ideally, after a replacement pool is available.

 Maintains existing neighborhood pools (like Ramsey, our favorite), that are easy to bike/walk
to from home, improvement to deck, surrounding areas provides more family-focused
recreation options with more amenities. provides lap swim at convenient locations
throughout city provides larger facilities for camps, etc. rather than overwhelming
neighborhood pools may reduce overcrowding

 Not to disrespect the work of those who came up with the concept, but it seems that options
#1 and #2 exist only to make option #3 the consensus choice. Option 3 is the only choice to
offer both a diverse range of features and meet accessibility concerns in any real way.

 It seems to bring the greatest opportunity to provide swimming accessibility to the greatest
number of people and areas of the community to maximize the enjoyment of swimming and
all around aquatic pleasure all over the City of Austin. It also provides for free access within
neighborhoods with simpler pool sizes and facilities, but then provides larger and more fully
diverse facilities and opportunities for recreation at additional facilities that involve fees for
those who wish to utilize those or go there occasionally. It also provides revenue to the City
of Austin to help pay for operating the facilities and provides a compromise in the number of
lifeguards needed within any other single other plan.  In essence, there is more of
"something for everyone" in the combined plan.

 serves needs for smaller, free facilities and larger, more amenity facilities
 Larger community pools are nice, but want to keep our small/free neighborhood pool (Shipe

Park).
 Because people don't have to give up their well loved neighborhood pools, but also get

some bigger centers located in multiple areas.
 Focus on the pools that we have and improve the facilities and extend the hours and the

length of the season. I prefer the neighborhood pools and the family fitness centers
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What did you not like about this concept?
 I worry about the city closing Northwest Pool. You're not very forthcoming on details like how

you decide which pools are permanently closed or even what the decision process for that
is.

 I'm sure everyone will worry that their neighborhood pool will be closed because you're
going to close some of them.

 Indoor natatorium not important
 More recreational "free swim" space for children (not just super shallow water for little kids) -

the rec swim areas in renderings looked small, crowded and focused primarily on young
children.

 It is too heavy on Community and Regional Pools, and too light on neighborhood pools. The
nature and features of the larger aquatic facilities seem to make them ore ideal for less
densely populated and less walkable areas of the city. I don't think the distribution needs to
be as even as implied on page 23 of the presentation.

 I have not really identified anything that I did not like about the plan, except like everything,
all plans cost a lot of money. However, I am a product and my children are products of
participation in the older City of Austin's Parks and Recreation swimming pools and
swimming lessons. My 3 children all learned to swim free in City of Austin park pools by
earning "Turtle, Duck, Fish, etc." badges and I believe the aquatics is one of the best
opportunities for recreation that the City of Austin provides. I would be very pleased to see
whatever can be provided to the residents of the city all over town. Some will need to be fee-
based, but it would be wonderful if some could still be offered free of charge.

 Cost (2 responses)
 I don't like the idea of wasting money on fancy new facilities if it means losing some of the

pools we have. We don't have enough as it is, and a pool needs to be very close to home to
be a place that gets a lot of use.

How do you think this concept can be improved?
 By being more forthcoming about the details that determine which pools are closed.
 Understand that Neighborhood pools are more appropriate and preferable for some areas

than others. Add to the number of neighborhood pools and reduce the number of larger
facilities.

 I have not studied the details enough to know how improvements can be made, but I am
sure that improvements will evolve as the plans are developed further.

 renovate existing pools
 Just start doing it!
 I think that every pool in this city should be maintained or improved. It is too hot to live here

without adequate pools. I would recommend adding a very small ($1-$2) fee for the pool
rather than eliminating any pools, and I would prefer that the existing pools be fixed rather
than changed to these fancier, more expensive pool options.

Criteria for Redevelopment/What do we do with Existing Pools?
See Appendix B
NOTE:  Comments from email surveys
 THIS QUESTION IS TOO LEADING TO ANSWER. HOW MANY TIMES HAVE YOU

TWISTED THIS QUESTION TO GET THE STATS TO REFLECT YOUR GOAL OF A

MEGA/SUBURBANIZED POOL SYSTEM AND ONLY PRETENDED TO COLLECT 
INPUT?! Take care of neighborhood pools. You have failed in your work thus far and are 
now diverting attention.

 When money IS ALLOCATED APPROPRIATELY, what should we do with our existing
pools? Help the City decide whether to renovate, upgrade, or replace.

 I do not understand this question and the ranking system. For example, if availability of
parking receives the most votes as most important criteria, then does that mean that only
current neighborhood pools with available parking will remain in operation? The wording is
confusing and impossible to answer accurately.

 This is ambiguous.  You should split the choices out between replace (or close) and the
other two. Otherwise, I’m not sure what I’m ranking: the likelihood my pool will be closed or
replaced or whether it might be repaired.

 Location in an area with no pools doesn’t make sense. If this question is about existing
pools, how can it be located in an area without pools?

 Annual visitation to the pool- - THIS CAN BE VERY MISLEADING AS MOST DON'T
CURRENTLY GO TO AUSTIN POOLS BECAUSE THEY ARE OFTEN CLOSED AND
VERY POORLY MAINTAINED; ATTENDANCE WOULD IMPROVE IF IT WAS A
PLEASANT EXPERIENCE.
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 By being more forthcoming about the details that determine which pools are closed.
 Understand that Neighborhood pools are more appropriate and preferable for some areas

than others. Add to the number of neighborhood pools and reduce the number of larger
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 I have not studied the details enough to know how improvements can be made, but I am
sure that improvements will evolve as the plans are developed further.

 renovate existing pools
 Just start doing it!
 I think that every pool in this city should be maintained or improved. It is too hot to live here

without adequate pools. I would recommend adding a very small ($1-$2) fee for the pool
rather than eliminating any pools, and I would prefer that the existing pools be fixed rather
than changed to these fancier, more expensive pool options.
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NOTE:  Comments from email surveys
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INPUT?! Take care of neighborhood pools. You have failed in your work thus far and are 
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 When money IS ALLOCATED APPROPRIATELY, what should we do with our existing
pools? Help the City decide whether to renovate, upgrade, or replace.

 I do not understand this question and the ranking system. For example, if availability of
parking receives the most votes as most important criteria, then does that mean that only
current neighborhood pools with available parking will remain in operation? The wording is
confusing and impossible to answer accurately.

 This is ambiguous.  You should split the choices out between replace (or close) and the
other two. Otherwise, I’m not sure what I’m ranking: the likelihood my pool will be closed or
replaced or whether it might be repaired.
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BCI101
CITY OF AUSTIN AQUATIC DEPARTMENT
AQUATIC MASTER PLAN
ALTERNATIVES MEETING STRATEGY DRAFT
JULY 1, 2016

Meeting Logistics
Date:
July 12, 13, 19, 20

Number of attendees:
TBD

Meeting Locations:
Circle C, Montopolis Rec Center, Spicewood Springs Rec Center, Asian American Activity
Center

Meeting Format
Meeting Title:
My Austin. My Pool. My Input.
Alternatives Open House Meeting 

Purpose:
To present and solicit feedback from the general public on their preferred scenario of the
Aquatics Master Plan process

Objectives:
▪ Provide information on the Aquatics Master Plan purpose and process, and present

scenarios that came out of that process to the general public
▪ Solicit and collect input from participants in survey/questionnaire format about their

scenario preferences

Format:
Presentation: Project team members will give an overview of the Aquatics Master Plan process,
including: goals and objectives, outreach activities, and alternative options
Input/Interactivity Opportunities: Room will be set up with boards describing each alternative
along with the option for interaction with a project team who can answer participant’s questions.
Survey/questionnaires will be handed out and the Aquatic Division will provide an incentive for
participants who complete the survey.

Concepts Descriptions:  
Each alternative option presented should include the following information: 

1. Why are they proposing these alternatives? What are the benefits/opportunities to
this particular option?

2. What are the drawbacks/tradeoffs to this option?
3. How close are these facilities to me?

4. What will these options cost me?
5. Are there any options that are ADA accessible?
6. What kind of facilities and programming is envisioned in these options?
7. What are the employment opportunities?
8. What is the order/timeline for building out alternatives? Does land need to be

required? What about zoning changes? Opportunities to co-locate projects with
other public facilities.

9. Does this have a negative environmental impact?
10. Are there any public/private partnership opportunities available for these facilities?

Agenda Overview
 Meeting should last up to 2 hours
 Attendee arrives and is provided a meeting overview and survey to solicit their preferred

concept
 Presentation of Aquatics Master Plan purpose, process, and concepts

 Participants interact with project team members at boards going into each alternative into
greater detail

 Participants fill out and return their survey/questionnaire as they exit

Room Set Up:
▪ Registration Table – At registration participants are greeted and provided with an

overview of the meeting and placemat.
▪ Chairs arranged for main presentation
▪ Display Boards on easels of the alternatives (30” x 40”) Quantity TBD
▪ Aquatic Division can offer to provide a ‘daily swim pass’ as incentive to participants who

fill out a survey/questionnaire.
Notifications

Item Description Staff

1. Invitation emailed to
stakeholder list

Email blast to database PARD

2. Phone calls to stakeholder
list

Phone calls to database members Adisa

3. Flyers Meeting flyers placed in Aquatics, Park,
Library, and Recreation facilities

PARD

4. Advertisement Public Service, radio announcements, story on
local news both print/television

Adisa

5. Neighborhood outreach Ensuring that meeting notices are posted to
targeted neighborhood listserves, newsletters,
Nextdoor, etc.

Adisa
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Meeting Supplies

Registration Table
Supplies

Table, name tags, markers, sign in
sheets, b/w copies of handouts
Supplies:
Markers
Stickers
Pens
Sticky Notes
Note pads – 10

Spend 100 Adisa

Refreshments Individually wrapped goods, small bottles
of water

25 for each
mtg

Adisa

Presentation Projector, screen, computer, remote ?

Easels for Boards Quantity TBD Adisa /
PARD / BCI

Facility
TBD

Staffing:

 Wayne Simmons, Aquatic Program Manager
 Rey Hernandez, CIP-PM, PLA, CPO
 Pat Hoagland, ASLA, Project Manager; Brandstetter Carroll Inc.
 Kevin Opp, Adisa Communications
 Shuronda Robinson, Adisa Communications
 Christine Buendel, Adisa Communications

Meeting Materials

Title Description Notes

Agenda Handout Adisa

Survey/Questionnaire Survey Adisa

Signage for Registration 11x17 Table Signs Adisa/Completed

City of Austin Aquatic Facilities
Map

▪ (42 x 30)
▪ Description
▪ Map showing all locations

Adisa/Completed

About the Master Plan ▪ (42 x 30)
▪ Description
▪ Timeline

Adisa/Completed 

Assessment Results ▪ (42 x 30)
▪ Description

1. Austin Pools Service Areas Map
2. Swim Lesson Locations
3. Closed Pools
4. 50 Meter Pools
5. Critical Pools
6. Current Extended Season Pools

A. Bartholomew
B. Deep Eddy
C. Big Stacy
D. Barton Springs
E. Springwoods

Adisa/Completed

How to Provide Input ▪ (42 x 30)
▪ List ways to provide input

Adisa/Completed
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ALTERNATIVES MEETING FOR THE 
AQUATIC MASTER PLAN 
The Aquatic Master Plan will help the Parks and Recreation 
Department decide how to manage existing pools and 
guide installation of new pools where they are needed most. 

For more information call 311 or (512) 895-9591
Email swim512@austintexas.gov
2818 San Gabriel, Austin, TX 78705

 www.austintexas.gov/swim512

Tuesday, July 12
6:00 - 8:00 PM

Circle C  
Community Center
7817 La Crosse Ave.

wednesday, July 13
6:00 - 8:00 PM
Montopolis  

Recreation Center
1200 Montopolis Dr.

wednesday, July 20
6:00 - 8:00 PM

Asian American 
Resource Center

8401 Cameron Rd.

Tuesday, July 19
6:00 - 8:00 PM

Spicewood Springs 
Branch Library

8637 Spicewood 
Springs Rd.

Join us in July for a discussion of Alternative Options of the 
Master Plan that’ll guide the future of Austin’s aquatic facilities.
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MY AUSTIN. MY POOL.
Join the Swim 512 Discussion and 
Plan the Future of Austin’s Pools

For more information call (512) 895-9591
Email swim512@austintexas.gov
2818 San Gabriel, Austin, TX 78705

Fact Sheet - July Workshops

Three Phases of the Aquatic Master Plan
• Phase I – Facility Assessment – COMPLETED 2014
• Phase II – SWIM 512 Public Engagement – COMPLETED 2015  
• Phase III – Aquatic Master Plan Development – CURRENT
• The Master Plan Addresses:

• Accessibility
• Amenities and features
• Potential improvements to existing pool 

facilities
• Aquatic Programs
• System Financial Sustainability

• Staffing Needs
• Public and environmental safety
• Maintenance and cost of new pools
• Development of criteria to determine locations 

for new aquatic facilities and addressing 
existing facilities 

Public Engagement - Swim 512 Phases I-III
• Engaged over 13,000 residents so far in all three phases

• Public Workshops
• Stakeholder groups and focus groups
• Statistically valid, random sample surveys
• Online and paper surveys

• In-park interviews at pools
• Neighborhood Association meetings
• Television Town Hall
• After-school and summer camps for youth

AGENDA
• Introduction
• Meeting Purposes

• Share the Aquatic Master Plan purpose and process, and gather input regarding concepts that came 
from previous feedback processes. 

• Solicit and collect additional input from participants about concept preferences and criteria for 
implementation of the Master Plan

• Presentation

• The State of Austin Aquatics
• Public Engagement - What we heard from you
• Potential new classifications of pool types to 

serve Austin
• Potential City-wide Concepts
• Criteria for Implementation of the Master Plan 

• Group Discussions

• Criteria for Development
• City-wide Concepts
• Aquatic Facility Mapping Exercise
• Comment Cards
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AUSTIN’S AQUATIC
FACILITIES 

For more information call (512) 895-9591
Email swim512@austintexas.gov
2818 San Gabriel, Austin, TX 78705

What We Heard & Learned From You!
Phase I & II SWIM 512 (2013 – 2015)

• Keep pool facilities open and affordable 
• Increase hours and swim season 
• Improve restrooms, bathhouses, shade, and seating areas 

Phase III Kick-Off Meetings (March 7 & 8, 2016)
• Longer hours and season
• More shade (deck and pool) and seating
• Better maintained/clean pools, bathhouses, restrooms
• Desired Amenities: Lap lanes, family friendly areas, waterslides, diving boards, shade
• Desired Programming: Lessons, water fitness, lifeguard training, swim teams, senior programs

Aquatic System IMPLEMENTATION CRITERIA TO CONSIDER
• Location in an area with no pools
• Annual visitation to the pool
• Proximity to other public aquatic facilities 

(avoid overlap)
• Population within the service area 
• Cost to upgrade to current standards / 

Condition
• Located in a park with other recreation 

facilities
• Age of the facility
• Need to develop bathhouses/restrooms 

(significant expense)

• Availability of parking
• Accessibility by public transportation (walk, 

bike, auto, bus)
• Pedestrian safety – Traffic controls
• Historic or cultural significance of the existing 

facility
• Accessibility – Ability to meet current ADA 

standards
• Adequate developable area on the site
• HOA and Private pools in the area
• Income levels of the neighborhood
• Other?

REQUIRED CONSTRUCTION/DESIGN Technical Criteria
• Access to required utilities (sanitary, storm, 

water, electricity)
• Avoid flood zones
• Zoning and site development permitting 

regulations
• Impact on Heritage and high value trees
• Proximity to Critical Water Quality Zones / 

Aquifers / Riparian zones

• Impact on endangered species
• Soil conditions
• Proximity to negative features such as flight 

zones, heavily trafficked roads, overhead 
powerlines, railroads, etc.  

• Accessibility for maintenance



C-93 

MI AUSTIN.
MI PISCINA/ALBERCA.
Únase a la Conversación de Natación/Swim 512 
y  Planeé el Futuro de las Piscinas de  Austin

Para más información llame al (512) 895-9591
Email swim512@austintexas.gov
2818 San Gabriel, Austin, TX 78705

Hoja Informativa – Talleres  de  Julio 

LAS TRES FASES DEL PLAN MAESTRO ACUÁTICO 
•  Fase I – Asesoramiento de Facilidades – TERMINADO 2014
•  Fase II – SWIM 512 Participación Publica – TERMINADA 2015  
•  Fase III – Desarrollo del Plan Maestro  – ACTUAL 
•  El Plan Maestro-Incluye Temas de: 

• Accesibilidad 
• Comodidades y funciones especiales 
• Mejoras de lass facilidades de piscinas existentes 
• Programas Acuáticos 
• Sostenibilidad Financiera del Sistema
• Necesidades de Personal 

• Seguridad del público y ambiental 
• Mantenimiento y costo de piscinas nuevas 
• Desarrollo de criterio para determinar 

ubicaciones de nuevas facilidades acuáticas y 
resolver la situación de facilidades existentes  

PARTICIPACIÓN PÚBLICA -NATACIÓN/SWIM 512 FASES I-III
•  Participación de más de 13,000 residentes hasta el presente en las tres fases 

• Talleres Públicos
• Grupos de enfoque y de interés 
• Encuestas estadísticamente válidas y muestreos 

aleatorios 
• Encuestas en línea y impresas 

• Entrevistas en los parques y en piscinas 
• Reuniones de Asociaciones de Vecindarios 
• Reunion Pública via Television 
• Campamentos después de clases y en el verano 

para jóvenes 

AGENDA
•  Introducción
• Propósito de las Reuniones 

• Repasar juntos el propósito y proceso del  Plan Maestro Acuático, y colectar opiniones sobre los conceptos 
que surgieron del proceso anterior de colectar opiniones de la comunidad.  

• Solicitar y colectar comentarios adicionales de participantes sobre los conceptos preferidos y criterio 
para implementar el Plan Maestro. 

•  Presentación

• La Condición de Facilidades Acuáticas en Austin 
• Participación del Público-Lo que Ustedes Nos 

Dijeron 
• Posibles clasificaciones nuevas de tipos de 

piscinas que servirían a la comunidad de Austin 
• Conceptos posibles para la ciudad entera 
• Criterio para Implementar el Plan Maestro 

•  Conversaciones/discusiones de Grupo 

• Criterio para el desarrollo 
• Conceptos para la ciudad entera 
• Ejercicio de Mapeo para Facilidades Acuáticas 
• Tarjetas de Comentarios 
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FACILIDADES ACUÁTICAS 
DE AUSTIN

¡LO QUE USTEDES NOS DIJERON Y LO QUE APRENDIMOS DE USTEDES!
Fases I & II NATACIÓN/SWIM 512 (2013 – 2015)

• Mantener abiertas las facilidades de piscinas, y economicamente razonable  
• Aumentar horas y temporada de natación  
• Mejorar los sanitarios, casas de baño/vestidores, sombra, y áreas para sentarse  

Fase III Reuniones de Inauguración (Marzo 7 & 8, 2016)

• Extender horas de servicio y la temporada 
• Más sombra (en la terraza de la piscina y en la piscina) y asientos 
• Mejorar mantenimiento/limpiar piscinas, casas de baño/vestidores, sanitarios 
• Comodidades Especiales: Carriles de natacion para entrenamiento, áreas para familias, resbaladeros, 

trampolines, sombras 
• Programas deseados: Lecciones, ejercicios acuáticos, capacitación para salvavidas, equipos de natación, 

programas para personas mayores

CONSIDERACIONES POSIBLES DEL  CRITERIO PARA IMPLEMENTAR EL SISTEMA ACUÁTICO 
• Ubicar piscinas en áreas sin piscinas 
• Visitas anuales a la piscina
• Proximidad a otras facilidades acuáticas 

públicas (evitar duplicaciones) 
• Población dentro del área de servicio  
• Costo de actualizar para lograr estándares y 

condiciones deseables contemporáneas 
• Ubicar o estar ubicada en parques con otras 

facilidades de recreación 
• Antiguidad de la facilidad 
• Necesidad de desarrollar casas de baños/

vestidores (gasto significante)
• Disponibilidad de estacionamiento

• Accesibilidad vía transporte público (caminando, 
en bicicleta, auto, autobús)

• Seguridad peatonal-Controles de trafico 
• Significancia histórica o cultural de la facilidad 

existente 
• Accesibilidad – Habilidad de cumplir con 

estándares actuales de ADA (para personas 
discapacitadas) 

• Área adecuada para desarrollo en el sitio 
• HOA (asociación privada de vecinos) y piscinas 

privadas en el área 
• Nivel económico-de ingresos personales en el 

vecindario 
• ¿Otro?

CRITERIO REQUERIDO PARA CONSTRUIR/DISEÑO TÉCNICO 
• Acceso a servicios públicos necesarios (sanidad, 

drena jes de tormentas, agua, electricidad)
• Evitar zonas de inundaciones 
• Reglamentos de zonificación y permisos para 

desarrollo del sitio  
• Impacto en árboles patrimoniales y de valor 

elevado 
• Proximidad a Zonas Críticas para la Calidad del 

Agua/Acuíferos/Zonas Ribereñas 

• Impacto en especies en peligro 
• Condiciones del la tierra 
• Proximidad a características negativas en el 

área tales como zonas de vuelo, calles, caminos 
muy transitables, líneas eléctricas aéreas, 
ferrocarriles, etc.   

• Accesibilidad para mantenimiento 

Para más información llame al (512) 895-9591
Email swim512@austintexas.gov
2818 San Gabriel, Austin, TX 78705
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City of Austin
Aquatic Master Plan

Draft Concepts Review

My Austin. My Pool.
July, 2016

Agenda• Introduction
• Meeting Purposes

• Share the Aquatic Master Plan purpose and process, and gather input regarding concepts that came 
from previous feedback processes

• Solicit and collect additional input from participants about concept preferences and criteria for 
implementation of the Master Plan

• Presentation
• The State of Austin Aquatics
• Public Engagement - What we heard from you
• Potential new classifications of pool types to serve Austin
• Potential City-wide Concepts
• Criteria for Implementation of the Master Plan 

• Group Discussions
• Criteria for Implementation
• City-wide Concepts
• Aquatic Facility Mapping Exercise
• Comment Cards
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Three Phases of the Aquatic Master Plan
• Phase I – Facility Assessment – COMPLETED 2014

• Phase II – SWIM 512 Public Engagement – COMPLETED 2015  

• Phase III – Aquatic Master Plan Development – CURRENT

• The Master Plan Addresses:
• Accessibility
• Amenities and features
• Potential improvements to existing 

pool facilities
• Aquatic Programs
• System Financial Sustainability
• Staffing Needs

• Public and environmental safety
• Maintenance and cost of new pools
• Development of criteria to determine 

locations for new aquatic facilities 
and addressing existing facilities 

The State of Aquatics 
in Austin

My Austin. My Pool.
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Master Plan Public 
Engagement Process:

What we heard from you!  

My Austin. My Pool.

Public Engagement - Swim 512 Phases I-III
Engaged over 13,000 residents so far in all 3 Phases
• Public Workshops in regional locations
• Stakeholder groups and focus groups
• Statistically valid, random sample surveys
• Online and paper surveys
• In-park interviews at pools
• Neighborhood Association meetings
• Television Town Hall
• After-school and summer camps for youth
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What We Heard & Learned From You!
Phase I & II SWIM 512 (2013 – 2015)
• Keep pool facilities open and affordable 
• Increase hours and swim season 
• Improve restrooms, bathhouses, shade, and seating areas 
Phase III Kick-Off Meetings (March 7 & 8, 2016)
• Longer hours and season
• More shade (deck and pool) and seating
• Better maintained/clean pools, bathhouses, restrooms
• Build pools where there are none
• Desired Amenities: Lap lanes, family friendly areas, waterslides, 

diving boards, shade
• Desired Programming: Lessons, water fitness, lifeguard training, 

swim teams, senior programs

2016 Survey Results

• Completed by over 1,700 people
• Promoted by email, web site, 

workshops,  phone, email, NeXT door, 
and visits to neighborhood 
associations.
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Support for Large Family Aquatic Centers
Follow-up Question
• Reason for not 
supporting
• Prefer 

neighborhood pool
• Too crowded
• Cost
• Too few lap lanes 

42%

26%

19%

8%
5%

Support for the Development of Large Family Aquatic 
Centers in Regional Locations throughout the City

Extremely Likely

Likely

Neutral

Unlikely

Extremely Unlikely

Need for Multi-Sport Facility 
Dedicated to Competitive Swimming

19%

22%

37%

16%

6% Strongly Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Need for Multi-Sport Aquatic Facilities across the City Dedicated to
Competitive Swimming and Training
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Support for Centrally Located Natatorium

29%

29%

22%

12%

8%
Strongly Favor

Favor

Neutral

Oppose

Strongly Oppose

Support for a Centrally Located Natatorium

Likelihood to Pay a Fee

34%

35%

14%

11%
6% Extremely Likely

Likely

Neutral

Unlikely

Extremely Unlikely

Likelihood Respondents Would Pay a Fee at Pools that 
Currently Do Not Charge an Entrance Fee



C-101 

Proposed Aquatic 
Facility Classifications

My Austin. My Pool.

Classification Elements

• Service Area: 
• Walkable and Bikeable

• Water Surface Area: 
• 3,000-5,000 s.f.

• Base Features:
• Bathhouse, Family Changing Rooms
• Activity Pool
• Shade structures
• Combined Lap/Recreation Pool (4-6 lap 

lanes x 75’ length)
• Shallow water area
• Free admittance

• Programming Opportunities
• Lap swimming
• Swim teams
• Swim lessons

• Cost
• New = $3-$4 million
• Renovated = $1-$2 m

Neighborhood Pool

Neighborhood Pool Example
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Community Pool
Classification Elements
• Service Area: 

• 3 miles/ 10 minute drive
• Bikeable

• Water Surface Area: 
• 5,000 – 7,000 s.f.

• Base Features:
• Bathhouse with family changing 

rooms
• Activity Pool
• Small slide
• Shallow water area with play 

features
• Sprayground within fence
• Combined Recreation/Lap Pool 

(6-8 lap lanes x 75’ length)
• Potentially fee based
• Covered Eating Area

• Cost
• New = $5 m
• Renovated = $3-$4 m

Regional Family Aquatic Center
Classification Elements
• Service Area:

• 5 miles / 15 minute drive

• Water Surface Area:
• 7,000 – 10,000 s.f.

• Base Features:
• Recreation Pool 
• 6-8 lap lane pool  x 75’ length
• Bathhouse with family restrooms
• Concession area
• Tall/long slides
• 1 meter diving boards
• Activity/wading pool with 

interactive features
• Group pavilions
• Meeting/training/ party room
• Fee based

• Cost
• New = $7-8  m
• Renovated/Expanded  = $4-$6 m
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Regional Fitness Aquatic Center
Classification Elements
• Service Area:

• 5 miles / 15 minute drive

• Water Surface Area:
• 10,000 – 12,000 s.f.

• Features:
• 50 meter length by 8-12 lane Lap 

Pool by 25 yard width
• Aerobics/program pool
• Small slide
• Diving boards at varying heights
• Activity/wading pool or splash 

pad
• 2-4 shade structures
• Spectator area
• Meeting/training/party room
• To host swim lessons, exercise 

and swim teams
• Concession area
• Fee based

• Cost
• New = $8-9 m
• Renovated/Expanded = $5-$7 m

Premier Indoor Aquatic Center
Classification Elements
• Service Area:

• City-wide

• Water Surface Area:
• 10,000 + s.f.

• Features:
• 50 meter length by 25 yard 

width Competition/Lap Pool
• Aerobics/Program Pool
• Diving Well Pool
• Small Activity/Wading Pool
• Meeting/training/party 

rooms
• Spectator area for hosting 

swim/diving competitions
• Fitness facilities

• Cost = $18-$25 million

• Partnership potential
• Economic Impact to Austin through hosting large meets
• Allows for year-round aquatic programs and lifeguard training
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City-Wide Facility 
Distribution Concepts

My Austin. My Pool.

Concepts – Legend
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Concept #1 –Neighborhood Pool Focused
• Opportunities

• Each facility within a walkable or bikeable
distance

• Costs less to build each facility
• All facilities are free

• Constraints
• Increased number of facilities cost more to 

operate and maintain
• Increased number of facilities will require 

more lifeguards
• Lack of variety and features across the 

system
• Does not bring revenue into the aquatic 

system
• Many residents are not within a service 

area of a pool

Numerous small facilities with 
one pool within a mile radius

Concept #2 – Regional/Community Centered

• Opportunities
• Least expensive option to build out and 

maintain
• Fewer number of facilities costs less to 

develop
• Requires less lifeguards overall
• Most economic method to provide 

aquatic programming to all of Austin in a 
sustainable manner

• Increased programming options
• Most residents live within a bikeable

distance to a pool.
• Constraints

• Distance to aquatic facilities requires 
additional travel time

• Most facilities would require a fee

Combination of community and 
regional focus
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Concept #3 – Combination Concept
• Opportunities

• Provides the most variety of aquatic 
facilities, features, fees, and experiences 
for residents

• Neighborhood Pools provide close to 
home/free options

• Equitably serves all residents
• Provides an opportunity to generate 

revenue for the aquatic system
• Supports availability of aquatic 

programming

• Constraints
• Requires substantial capital investment

Combines all pool classifications 
to serve a community

Criteria for 
Implementation of the 

Master Plan

My Austin. My Pool.
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Aquatic System Implementation Criteria to Consider
• Location in an area with no pools
• Annual visitation to the pool
• Proximity to other public aquatic facilities (avoid overlap)
• Population within the service area 
• Cost to upgrade to current standards / Condition
• Located in a park with other recreation facilities
• Age of the facility
• Need to develop bathhouses/restrooms (significant expense)
• Availability of parking
• Accessibility by public transportation (walk, bike, auto, bus)
• Pedestrian safety – Traffic controls
• Historic or cultural significance of the existing facility
• Accessibility – Ability to meet current ADA standards
• Adequate developable area on the site
• HOA and Private pools in the area
• Income levels of the neighborhood
• Other suggestions

Required Construction/Design 
Technical Criteria

• Access to required utilities (sanitary, storm, water, electricity)
• Avoid flood zones
• Zoning and site development permitting regulations
• Impact on Heritage and high value trees
• Proximity to Critical Water Quality Zones / Aquifers / Riparian 

zones
• Impact on endangered species
• Soil conditions
• Proximity to negative features such as flight zones, heavily 

trafficked roads, overhead powerlines, railroads, etc.  
• Accessibility for maintenance
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Let’s Discuss 
Concepts

My Austin. My Pool.

Group Exercises
• Group Discussions & Exercises

• Discuss the type and number of pools in the Austin Aquatic 
System (specifically considering cost)- Mapping Exercise

• Prioritize the criteria from most important to least important 
when considering implementation 

• Comment Cards 
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Thank You for Your 
Participation

My Austin. My Pool.

• Future Meetings
• Fall - Public Meeting to Review Draft Master Plan
• Winter - Public Meeting on Final Master Plan
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BCI101
BRANDSTETTER/COA PARD
AQUATIC MASTER PLAN – PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT
PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT
8.15.16 PRESENTATION TO COLONY PARK NA SUMMARY
8.26.16

Attendees:
23 Participants :

17 from Neighborhood Associations
5 from City of Austin (4 from PARD)

Topics:
Overview of the Aquatic Master Plan, three concepts for aquatic facilities, and the community
input process.

Meeting Materials:
PowerPoint – Three Aquatic Concepts
Comment Card

Items Discussed:
A. Aquatic Master Plan – City Staff reviewed the information about the Aquatic Master Plan

(AMP) process prepared by Brandstatter Carroll Inc (BCI) for presentation at public
meetings.

B. A PowerPoint presentation was used to explain three concepts for aquatic facilities—
Concept #1: Neighborhood Pool Focused; Concept #2: Regional/Community Pool
Centered; and Concept #3: Combination Alternative--were explained to the participants.

C. Attendees were invited to give their feedback through the Comment Card or online.

Feedback and Input
Neighborhood association members from Agave and Colony Park neighborhoods,
representatives from Vision East, Sim Center, Forklift Danceworks, and Travis County Expo,
and local business Halff Associates shared in the AMP discussion. Their questions and
concerns were specific to funding a pool in their neighborhood and any implementation
proposed by the Aquatic Master Plan and the timeline for the planning process.
 
Two Comment Cards were completed at the meeting. Both participants favored Concept # 3:
Combined. One participant favored both Concept #2: Regional/Community Centered and
Concept #3: Combined. One participant responded to the questions about the concepts.

In response to “What did you like about this concept?” the participant wrote, “I like both #2 and
#3. I like the added features at the larger pools, but the distance is a concern – so link pools
directly to trials so area kids can safely ride their bikes to a pool.”

The participant’s response to “What did you not like about this concept? was “distance to the
larger pools.” And, the response to “How do you think this concept can be improved?” was
“Can you partner with others who have pools? i.e., schools, YMCA or hospitals to build more
pools?

The top criteria for what to do with existing pools is as “Location in an area with no pools.” One
participant noted that “the area east of 183 has no pools-very important to build one here.”
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BCI101
Brandstetter Carroll/City of Austin PARD
AQUATICS MASTER PLAN
4.9.16 MEETING WITH PECAN SPRINGS NA
4.13.16

Attendees:
Kevin Opp, Adisa Communications

Topic:
Overview of the Aquatics Master Plan community input process

Materials Distributed:
My Austin. My Pool. Fact Sheet
Comment Card

Items Discussed:
A. Aquatics Master Plan – Adisa reviewed the information about the Aquatic Master Plan

process contained within the fact sheet, invited attendees to give their feedback through
the online survey, and to take part in the series of community workshops planned for
May and June

Feedback
A. Association members were concerned whether the plan includes lap facilities
B. A member was interested in whether aquatic climbing walls were currently available in

the community
C. Association members were interested to know whether new aquatic facilities would

resemble the new Barthlomew pool, this was positive, and brought up a few points of
concern:

a. Residents are concerned with the crowds, cleanliness, cost of entrance for
children, and maintenance of Barthlomew, while they appreciate the features
available

Please share your thoughts about the Aquatic Master Plan.

1. What changes would you like to see at Austin pool facilities?

Have more programs, specifically swimming lessons for children
Concerned about connectivity to existing YMCA pool with new highway 183
Hire more lifeguards

2. What would you like to remain the same?

Only minor changes with room for possible improvements
Swim lanes and free swim areas

3. Are there any types of programs or features you would like to see at Austin
pool facilities?

Swim lessons, lifeguard training, water fitness, and increased capacity
Keep pools open for a longer time

4. Are there areas of Austin that need pool facilities? Areas or populations that
are underserved?

We have great pools in Austin, but need more facilities for kids
PSSNA Area
A pool in the former Rio Lake Apts. (btwn Manor and Springdale)

5. What are the key factors the City should consider when determining how to
address old pools that become in danger of closing due to age or condition?

Cost and impact of reduced access.
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BCI101
Brandstetter Carroll/City of Austin PARD
AQUATICS MASTER PLAN
4.9.16 MEETING WITH PECAN SPRINGS NA
4.13.16

Attendees:
Kevin Opp, Adisa Communications

Topic:
Overview of the Aquatics Master Plan community input process

Materials Distributed:
My Austin. My Pool. Fact Sheet
Comment Card

Items Discussed:
A. Aquatics Master Plan – Adisa reviewed the information about the Aquatic Master Plan

process contained within the fact sheet, invited attendees to give their feedback through
the online survey, and to take part in the series of community workshops planned for
May and June

Feedback
A. Association members were concerned whether the plan includes lap facilities
B. A member was interested in whether aquatic climbing walls were currently available in

the community
C. Association members were interested to know whether new aquatic facilities would

resemble the new Barthlomew pool, this was positive, and brought up a few points of
concern:

a. Residents are concerned with the crowds, cleanliness, cost of entrance for
children, and maintenance of Barthlomew, while they appreciate the features
available

Please share your thoughts about the Aquatic Master Plan.

1. What changes would you like to see at Austin pool facilities?

Have more programs, specifically swimming lessons for children
Concerned about connectivity to existing YMCA pool with new highway 183
Hire more lifeguards

2. What would you like to remain the same?

Only minor changes with room for possible improvements
Swim lanes and free swim areas

3. Are there any types of programs or features you would like to see at Austin
pool facilities?

Swim lessons, lifeguard training, water fitness, and increased capacity
Keep pools open for a longer time

4. Are there areas of Austin that need pool facilities? Areas or populations that
are underserved?

We have great pools in Austin, but need more facilities for kids
PSSNA Area
A pool in the former Rio Lake Apts. (btwn Manor and Springdale)

5. What are the key factors the City should consider when determining how to
address old pools that become in danger of closing due to age or condition?

Cost and impact of reduced access.
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YOUTH AFTER SCHOOL AND SUMMER CAMP PROGRAM PREFERENCES 
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Preferred Aquatic Features - 9 and Over

5%

6%

6%

12%

14%

14%

21%
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Shade Over Pool
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Indoor Family Activity Pool

Lily Pad Bridge
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Climbing Wall

Tall Waterslide

Preferred Aquatic Features - 8 and Under

In June 2016, the Aquatic Master Plan team visited summer camps and after school programs to receive 
feedback from children between 5 and 12 years old. The tables summarizing these results are provided 
below, separated into two age groups: 8 and under and 9 and over.
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Aquatic Vision, Objectives and Goals  
Austin Aquatic Master Plan 
Information collected from a meeting held June 13, 2016 with Wayne Simmons, Pedro Petlan, 
Ashlee Wells, Aaron Levin 
June 24, 2016 
 
Purpose for Aquatic Division: 

 Recreation\programming in water 
 Meet age development goals 
 Family oriented 
 Safety in water 

Vision: 
 World Class - Indoor\outdoor training facility 
 Year round training opportunities 
 Programming opportunities year round 
 Support Recreational swimming 
 Year round heated pools 
 Standardized features, ease of maintenance  
 Limit pool closures 
 Swimming event opportunities  

Objectives: 
 Year round programming 
 Support development of new facilities that address needs 
 Foster partnerships with AISD, UT, and other entities 
 Establish an Aquatic only maintenance facility 
 Increase, develop, and maintain staff including maintenance staff 
 Reduce weather related influences  
 Provide free training for potential life guards 
 Provide free uniforms for lifeguards 

Goals: 
 Year round facility 
 World class facilities and amenities 
 Standardized equipment including mechanical and other aquatic components 
 Streamline/Standard life guard and aquatic staff hiring practices 
 Proper storage space for equipment, preferred one location 
 Improve life guard comfort areas during summer heat 
 Increase front line operational staff 
 Programming infrastructure to support use of existing facilities for public and private 

events 
 20-25 full time life guards 
 Increase pool mechanic staff 
 Establish three (3) dedicated opening days 
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Aquatic Vision, Objectives and Goals  
Austin Aquatic Master Plan 
Information collected from a meeting held June 13, 2016 with Wayne Simmons, Pedro Petlan, 
Ashlee Wells, Aaron Levin 
June 24, 2016 
 
Purpose for Aquatic Division: 

 Recreation\programming in water 
 Meet age development goals 
 Family oriented 
 Safety in water 

Vision: 
 World Class - Indoor\outdoor training facility 
 Year round training opportunities 
 Programming opportunities year round 
 Support Recreational swimming 
 Year round heated pools 
 Standardized features, ease of maintenance  
 Limit pool closures 
 Swimming event opportunities  

Objectives: 
 Year round programming 
 Support development of new facilities that address needs 
 Foster partnerships with AISD, UT, and other entities 
 Establish an Aquatic only maintenance facility 
 Increase, develop, and maintain staff including maintenance staff 
 Reduce weather related influences  
 Provide free training for potential life guards 
 Provide free uniforms for lifeguards 

Goals: 
 Year round facility 
 World class facilities and amenities 
 Standardized equipment including mechanical and other aquatic components 
 Streamline/Standard life guard and aquatic staff hiring practices 
 Proper storage space for equipment, preferred one location 
 Improve life guard comfort areas during summer heat 
 Increase front line operational staff 
 Programming infrastructure to support use of existing facilities for public and private 

events 
 20-25 full time life guards 
 Increase pool mechanic staff 
 Establish three (3) dedicated opening days 
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Aquatic Master Plan Summer Meetings 

June 10th and 13th, 2017 

Overview 

The team consisting of the Austin Parks and Recreation Department Aquatic Division, 
Brandstetter Carroll Inc. and Adisa Communications held two public meetings. The first was held 
on June 10th, 2017 at 10am at the Pan Am Rec Center. The second public meeting was held on 
June 13th, 2017 at 6:30pm at the Spicewood Springs Public Library.  

Stakeholders — property owners, local neighborhood associations, City Council Members, staff 
and citizens — were informed of the meetings using multiple methods. Posters and fliers were 
distributed to community centers and yard signs were distributed to public areas. Adisa 
Communications was in charge of making over 200 phone calls to citizens. Adisa 
Communications also made about 40 phone calls to past attendees.  

Attendees were greeted by the Adisa team and each person received a fact sheet, comment 
card, site suitability pamphlet and demographic card. The attendees were given the first half 
hour to look over the project boards and ask any questions to team members present. After 30-
45 minute open house period, a presentation was given by Patrick Hoagland of Brandstetter 
Carroll. Seventeen (17) people attended the first meeting at Pan Am Rec Center, and thirty-four 
(34) people attended the second meeting at Spicewood Springs Library. 

Input Received 

The project team fielded questions from attendees about the proposed improvements as shown 
on the schematic. Questions voiced by the attendees are as follows: 

 Is our neighborhood pool indicated in red on the boards going to close? 

 How do you prioritize your process? 

 What are other measures for community input? 

 How is the budget for the Aquatics Department created in relation to taxes? 

 Is there a Master Plan draft available to the public? 

Comment Cards 

Attendees were asked to answer three questions on the comment card. Below is a log of the 
comments received for each of the questions. A total of 17 comment cards were collected from 
both meetings. The questions were as follows: 

 

1. Are there any parts of the Aquatic Master Plan that need clarifying? 

2. What does the future of Austin’s aquatic systems and pools look like to you? 

3. Please share additional comments or questions here. 
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Format Date Zip Code Question 1 Question 2 Question 3 

Comment 
Card 

6/10/17 78756  I would hope that with Austin’s 
growing population that the 
revenue would help cover the 
expenses of running these pools. 
With the population growing 
rapidly, there will be obviously a 
need for pools – preferably 
neighborhood pools that can be 
walked to, to help ease traffic 
congestion. 

 

Comment 
Card 

6/10/17 78758 I appreciate all the time and 
work that has been done on 
this aquatic mater plan, but I, 
like many others, I believe, 
thought this plan might 
actually be an action plan. 
Instead, it sounds more like an 
emergency plan. 

A city the size of Austin without a 
competitive swim facility – which 
can also service the community 
needs of lessons, lifeguard training, 
team training, etc. – is almost an 
embarrassment. UTX has one indoor 
facility which is touted as “Austin’s 
Pool”. But it’s not accessible to most 
of us. Just as the 2013 AISD Bond 
that included a pool failed, it’s 
looking as if the city is headed in 
the same direction. 

A bigger facility can 
accommodate smaller needs, such 
as lessons, etc. and provide a 
competitive site, but no number of 
small neighborhood pools. As 
appealing as they are, can 
accommodate greater needs such 
as swim meet hosting, etc. 

Comment 
Card 

6/10/17 78759 The color coding is a bit 
confusing. I’d also like to see 
an estimate of which pools are 
looking at failure in the next 20 
years. I know that it’s 
impossible to accurately 
predict, but just to give the 
public a general idea of how 
dire the situation is and when 
they could be directly 
affected in their 
neighborhood. 

I’d like to see current facilities 
maintained and improved, rather 
than developing new facilities. My 
main facility of use is Canyon Vista. 
The pool itself is great and we use it 
3 times per week in the summer. It 
could use better shade coverage, 
some seating and table and 
restroom facilities. 

Before any planned pool 
closings/renovations I would love to 
have a similar meeting for 
neighborhood residents to give 
feedback on any potential 
changes. 
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Format Date Zip Code Question 1 Question 2 Question 3 

Comment 
Card 

6/10/17 78757 All of it. What plan? There is no 
plan and apparently the plan 
is a vague set of guidelines. 

Murky at best. Very concerned 
system rigged to make 
Bartholomew the cookie cutter 
model for all other pools. 

Process is not transparent at all. 
Public meetings feature easels with 
not much info on them. 

Comment 
Card 

6/10/17 78703   Please figure out a way to keep the 
lap swimming pools cooler. Too 
many people are swimming laps at 
Deep Eddy because it is the only 
pool you can swim in due to pool 
water temperature. 

Comment 
Card 

6/10/17 78759 No: please continue offering 
all the info to the public via 
these meetings and your 
website. We really appreciate 
this transparency. If these 
boards and the slides aren’t in 
the website already, please 
put them up. 

A range of accessible, convenient 
options that serve all people, from 
young families to seniors. It looks like 
you’re addressing this. 

Please continue offering diving 
options. If you’re going to change 
a fee, please offer seasonal or 
annual membership options. Don’t 
turn everything into splash pads. 

Comment 
Card 

6/10/17 78757 I would like to see a more 
detailed explanation of the 
site suitability rating system. 

Dire. Money seems to be a 
problem, but my priority on 
spending is to repair the existing 
pools before moving to new pools. I 
think the emphasis should be on 
family swimming experience 
servicing all ages. A traditional 
swimming pool does this. People will 
come up with their own activities 
and don’t need slides, etc. to have 
a good time. I also think teaching 
kids to swim should be a priority, 
and for this, a traditional pool works 
just fine. 

 

Comment 
Card  

6/10/17 N/A Costs of repairs/replacements Dire. It looks like some pools will fail 
before any improvements can 
even be implemented. 

It would be good to organize some 
grassroots local engagement to 
drum up some interest/urgency on 
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Format Date Zip Code Question 1 Question 2 Question 3 
the conditions of our pools, and 
building not just for maintenance 
but for future generations. 

Comment 
Card 

6/10/17 78757 How will neighbor input be 
sought, collected, and used 
when the master plan tool 
assessment puts a pool in the 
crosshairs for redesign or 
retirement? 

  

Comment 
Card 

6/13/17 78704 (Alison 
Breuse, 512-
568-0033) 

No. I think there is more support for 
Sunday Pools than the process 
reflects and there is likely more 
support for Sunday. 

I swim at Stacey Pool (Big). 

Here are some fundraising ideas: 

1) After hours where there is 
sufficient lighting, leagues 
be established in water 
polo and water volleyball, 
they are used as 
fundraising. They must pay 
for lifeguards so the 
leagues don’t cost the city 
money. Scholarships are 
offered to people who 
can’t afford it. 

2) There would be a day 
where relays are 
conducted. People pay to 
participate (father-
daughter, mother-
daughter; friend-friend, 
etc.) I think this could 
produce money like the 
capital 10,000. 

3) A car be raffled off but 
rather than pick the 
winning ticket, you can 
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Format Date Zip Code Question 1 Question 2 Question 3 
pick until one ticket is left 
and that’s the winner, so it 
becomes an event. 

Parking 

1) A Leadership Austin for kids 
is developed. Lander 
Becker has done 
Leadership Austin and 
would be good for 
developing this program. 
The kinds can be like safety 
officers who help with 
parking like at Stacey – this 
would cost nothing. 

Lifeguards – Visiting Lifeguards 

1) Get volunteers from Austin 
Community to rent rooms 
for visiting lifeguards 

 Get volunteers 
from sister city 

 Contract crew that 
has lots of 
lifeguards 

 Work with Boy 
Scouts and Girl 
Scouts to get them 
involved 

 Work with Deaf 
School to get deaf 
lifeguards. 
Gallaudet requires 
swimming so we 
would help them 
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Format Date Zip Code Question 1 Question 2 Question 3 
meet a college 
requirement 

Bathrooms fixed –  

Wok with Habitat for Humanity, 
seniors, places where builders are 
trained to let them do training on 
our pools 

Comment 
Card 

6/13/17 78745 The freakout over the 
possibility of closure needs to 
be addressed… maybe avoid 
the color red (my color-blind 
husband would agree for 
other reasons) 

Equity and Regularity/Predictability 

Fun 

Regular planning for upgrades and 
care 

 

More help from PARD on sustaining 
Friends groups for neighborhood 
parks without current organizations. 

Comment 
Card 

6/13/17 78757  Maintaining current neighborhood 
pools is 1st. In order to do this the 
public needs to be more aware of 
how difficult and critical this issue is. 
Most lap swimmers at Deep Eddy or 
others I swim at are unaware of the 
magnitude. 

Very helpful to know info on money 
– how and where $ comes from. 
Without ne bonds, sounds like this is 
a crisis point for pools. Thanks for 
including us! 

Comment 
Card 

6/13/17 78703 Looks good to me, although I 
think it’s worth identifying 
additional/alternative sites 
since a number of pools are 
located in places where you 
may not be able to rebuild if a 
pool fails. I do think it’s 
important to be clear that 
some pools won’t survive but if 
we don’t let these old pools 
go, we’ll never have funds for 
new pools. 

It looks good but only if someone 
can power through the difficult 
decisions of closing some pools 
even when the partisans of that 
pool complain. 

Thanks for doing a master plan. 
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Format Date Zip Code Question 1 Question 2 Question 3 

Comment 
Card 

6/13/17 78704  Deep Eddy and Stacy (big and 
little) need to be continued – Stacy 
provides free swimming for more 
east Austin folks and local 
community and Deep Eddy 
provides both lap swimming into 
“spring water” (even when Barton 
Springs in flooded). 

Pools like Northwest Pool and 
Garrison Pool need to be 
continued. Especially on weekends 
families with folks of all ages and 
races enjoy time together in the 
large pool as opposed to 
Bartholomew where participants 
are segregated by age based on 
slides and other age-related special 
facilities. 

Comment 
Card 

6/13/17 78757 I confess that I haven’t had a 
change to review the full plan, 
though I appreciate the 
attention given to 
neighborhood need.  

I wish there had been more 
time for questions 

Note: I worked for a 
city/county (not here) for 
almost 10 years and I know 
how much work goes into 
plans like this. Thank you! 

An equitable distribution of high-
quality aquatic systems/services 
accessible to all. The system should 
be sustainable, so that Austinites of 
all ages can enjoy these facilities for 
years to come. 

 

Have these possible tools been 
considered to help financial 
sustainability? 

-concessions 

-bond measure- I’d vote for it! 

-increase the entry fee but develop 
kind of finance assistance program 
for those who need it 

 

- Love the idea of a centrally 
located natatorium – particularly if 
it is opened year round 

 

- Like others, I wish pools facilities 
were open more of the year 

 

- The pool system has the 
opportunity to be a crown jewel of 
Austin. It’s boiling here for much of 
the years and it’s a shame we can’t 
use the system more extensively 
throughout the year.  

 

- Please save NW Pool. It draws an 
amazingly and wonderfully diverse 
crowd – fare more diverse than its 
home neighborhood – and it would 
be a terrible loss to let it go. We love 
it and summer wouldn’t be the 
same without it. I’d say let 
Brentwood pool go if it would save 
NW. 
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Format Date Zip Code Question 1 Question 2 Question 3 

-Any chance Austin could salinate 
vs chlorinate? 

Comment 
Card 

6/13/17 78750 (Anita 
Murray) 

  I was unable to see most of the 
presentation. This is the time I swim 
down the street at Canyon Vista 
Pool. I have swam there with my 
family for 31 years (in additional to 
swim lessons and swim team). Our 
pools have been a huge positive 
force in building community, 
encouraging families to be healthy, 
kids to join swim team, and 
welcoming to families who move to 
the City. The pools are a safe and 
healthy place for our kids. 
Springwoods Pool is an excellent 
place to swim all year: I (and my 
husband sometimes) swam there 
most every day of the winter. Aaron 
Levin has promptly responded to all 
my concerns. Yes, there are issues 
but no insurmountable. Please, 
please keep our pools open, safe 
and free. Balcones is also an 
excellent pool. 

Comment 
Card 

6/13/17 78759 Clarify that because a pool is 
in “red” it doesn’t mean it’s 
going to be closed tomorrow.  

Clarify how/when the big 
pools would/could be built. 

Bleak. The number of neighborhood 
pools are what makes Austin 
special. All the great things about 
our city are being disappeared 
one-by-one. You’ll close Northwest 
Pool and luxury condos will be built. 
Or another strip mall. Don’t make us 
drive in traffic to get to a massive 
pool somewhere. Please. 

Rank the pools by need. Renovate 
them one-by-one. Get community 
around each pool motivated. Get 
$$ from local businesses. 

 



C-135 

 
 
 

 

 

Pan Am Rec Center 
10am – 12 noon 
Meeting Notes 

 

1. Where’s the balance of cost efficiency and clarity? 

 Pools that have an entrance fee offset the cost per participant (Deep Eddy and Stacy 
compared to Bartholomew) 

2. Can you increase the lap swimming at Bartholomew? 

 That is one of the major criticisms, and it has been proposed 

3. Can you clarify the weighing system? 

 Some elements had more factors than others. 

4. Isn’t it cheaper to have open outdoor facilities year round? 

 Not necessarily due to the operations costs and need for lifeguards and staff. Plus 
Attendance drops in the non-summer season.. 

5. Why does Bartholomew have bad hours in the winter? 

 The weather becomes an issue. 

6. What happened to the ten-year plan? It went from 30 to 20 year plan. 

 The Master Plan will address a 30-20 year time frame. 

7. If attendance is a sign of success, is Bartholomew “successful” because there are no other 
pools in the neighborhood? 

 Bartholomew is an example because it a facility that was designed by the community.  

8. Is there already a Master Plan that is planning to be used? 

 There is a needs assessment, but there is not Final Master Plan. 

9. Will our comments be considered? 

 Yes. 

10. What is the future of Mabel Davis? 

 They are currently working with a contractor to identify scope of work. 

11. Ramsey Parks - there is a low score on demographics, 20,000 annual attendance, it’s $1.57 a 
person and there are over 100 children on the swim team. Why is it in red? 

 The red indicates site suitability based on 78 factors. It is not on the “chopping block’ but 
rather a way to indicate the suitability based on the factors we measured. 

12. My neighborhood pool sits in red – are these pools on the chopping block? 

 It is possible that the pools will be closed, but if they are improved to a level of 
sustainability, they will remain. 

13. How do they determine if they can be improved? 

 Through the baseline data, but the data is not available yet.  
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 As long as the pool serves at a sustainable level, it will remain open. 

Spicewood Springs Public Library 
6:30pm to 8:30pm 
Meeting Notes 

1. What makes a neighborhood worse? 

 Terms of conditions 

 Not a good candidate for investing further? 

2. When I look at pool that is in the red, does that mean it is not a good candidate to invest 
further? 

 If you had a blank slate on where to put a pool, that area might not be the best option 

3. Is the draft available? 

 Not yet. 

4. Who is revising the Draft Plan? 

 Staff, advisory board 

5. Where are the details? Does the board not want the public to see the draft? 

 The plan is a tool and guide to assist future decisions 

6. At a past neighborhood meeting, a man said (regarding Bartholomew) that he didn’t 
remember anyone asking how they wanted that pool to look? They didn’t get input. 

 3 community meetings 

 Specifically asked for public input one would like to see at Bartholomew 

 Went back to public after running into issues during construction 

 Lifeguard said, “When school closes, there will be small kids and old people, but no 
longer a place for families.” 

7. Will the final draft go back to the PARD board? 

 Yes 

8. How are you prioritizing your process? 

 Preparing cost estimates 

 Priority: fix up what you have 

 2 pools currently in design as a result of assessment. 

9. If you close a neighborhood pool, what happens to that neighborhood? 

 Master plan will recommend what we do with that space 

 City has a lot of needs, the reason for the  Assessment is so they have a tool that will help 
make decisions 

 We will have to use this document to guide some difficult decisions 

10. Why are the Ramsey and Reed numbers the same? 
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 Close together, but they are in a floodplain.  Numbers should be different and will be 
changed. 

11. Is the Parks system budget based on a percentage of the taxes the city takes in? Do they 
get more money as the taxes go up? 

 Not based on percentage, it’s from the City General Fund  

 Based off of needs 

 Increased based on needs, and increase on cost of living 

o Present and make cases for needs 

12. Given the overruns on maintenance for the past 5 years, if you were to continue to spend 
just the money you needed to spend to keep open the 51 pools we have, there’s no way we 
would get a new pool or lovely facilities? 

 We could not have kept the system operating if we did not have the bonds 

13. The way Friends of Deep Eddy have offset their costs, is there a possibility that every 
neighborhood gets sponsors for their neighborhood pool? 

 Always looking for alternative funding 

 Friends of Deep Eddy – a great partner, a good example 

 The dollar amounts needed are very large 

Jodi Jay of the PARD Aquatic Staff responded: “We would tread lightly with something like 
that because it could create inequity.” 

 What if you have a failing pool and there is community effort to raise funds, is this just throwing 
good money after bad? Would you be able to advise against throwing that money down the 
drain? 

 Bigger decisions have to be made 

14. Is there a realistic timeline on each individual pool and how each assessment comes into 
play? 

 Givens and Shipe – repairs have been made because of the bond 

15. Considering bond issue? 

 We are. 

16. Have you prioritized what you might request? 

 Bond team is working on it, thoughts have been submitted.  
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Meeting Pictures 
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Fact Sheet 
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Invitation 
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Please share your thoughts on the Draft Aquatic Master Plan! Please leave this comment card at 
the registration table.  

 

 

Are there any parts of the Aquatic Master Plan that need clarifying? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

What does the future of Austin’s aquatic systems and pools look like to you? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Please share additional comments or questions here. 
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Please share your thoughts on the Draft Aquatic Master Plan! Please leave this comment card at 
the registration table.  

 

 

Are there any parts of the Aquatic Master Plan that need clarifying? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

What does the future of Austin’s aquatic systems and pools look like to you? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Please share additional comments or questions here. 
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Por favor, comparta su opinión sobre el Plan Maestro Acuático. Por favor, deje su tarjeta de 
comentarios en la mesa de registro. 

 

 

 

Cuáles aspectos del Plan Maestro Acuáctico necesitan mas clarificación? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

En su opinión, cómo ves el futuro de los instalaciones de piscina en Austin? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Favor de compartir sus comentarios adicionales. 
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